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Current Topics. 


TE case of Re James Briggs & Son, which came before the 
Court of Appeal the other day (reported elsewhere), is one of 
special importance to solicitors, as it concerns the principle upon 
which bills of costs in the Mayor’s Court are to be taxed, as 
between the defendant and his own solicitors, where, by order of 
the judge who tried the case, costs have been awarded to the 
plaintiff on a higher scale than the amount recovered in the 
action entitled him to. It was there held, by the Master of the 
Rolls and Maruew, L.J., affirming the decision of Parur«ors, 
J., in chambers, that where such an order is made, its operation 
is not confined to the party and costs payable by the 
defendant to the plaintiff, but extends to the subsequent taxation, 
as between solicitor and client, of the costs due by the defendant 
to his own solicitor. In other words, such an order (which, it is to 
be noticed, can, under rule 13 of the Mayor’s Court Rules, 1890, 
only be made where, in the opinion of the judge, the action 
tried before him involves some novel or difficult point of law or 
some question of importance to some class or body of persons 
or of general or public interest) lifts the case out of one scale 
into another, for a// purposes, and not only for the party and 
party taxation. This, it is submitted, is quite just, because, 
presumably such a case would necessarily entail extra trouble 
and skill on the defendant's solicitors in conducting the defence, 
as well as upon the plaintiff in making outhiselaim. As rule 13 
of the Mayor’s Court Rules, 1890, above referred is almost 
identical in terms with section 119 of the County Courts Act, 
1888, it follows that the decision in the case under consideration 
must be regarded as equally applicable to both provisions. 





Tue case of Weston v. Fidler, decided by Wiis and 
misunderstood. 


| Cuanng., JJ., on the 8th of May may easily be 


It was an ap Sem 9 Se Sere ee 
court at Sheffiéld, who, in an action to recover possession 


mises, held that a notice to quit given to the tenant was 
fovalid. The tenancy was a aie one, the rent being paid on 
Mondays, and the agreement provided that there sh: be a 
week's notice on either side to determine the occupation of the 
premises, A notice to quit having been given by the landlord 
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held that there had not been a weck’s notice within the meaning 
of the agreement, and an appeal from this decision came before 
the Divisional Court. We have given this statement of the facts 
from a newspaper report, but it wholly omits to state that it was 


up before twelve o’clock on the day of leaving. The 
notice, therefore, required the tenant, who under ordinary 
circumstances would have been entitled to retain possession 
of the premises until 12 p.m. on the Monday, to give 
up possession at noon of that day. The Divisional 
Court had, therefore, no difficulty in affirming the decision of the 
county court judge. The law took no notice of the fraction of 
the day which expired at noon, and the notice to quit was, 
therefore, insufficient, inasmuch as it did not give seven clear 
days to the tenant. It will be seen, therefore, that the case 
turned on the special provisions of the agreement creating the 
tenancy, and that the court did not decide that in an ordinary 
weekly tenancy commencing on Monday a week’s notice to quit 
on the following Monday was insufficient. 





Upon some matters there appears to be a steady and inevitable 
flow of litigation, and oneof these is the construction of agreements 
for sale or purchase which are made subject to the execution of 
a formal contract. Much difficulty would have been avoided 
had the courts acted upon the simple rule that, when 
the parties have referred to a formal agreement as the 
document by which they mean to be bound, the contract 
should be postponed until the execution of that agreement. But 
the principle was laid down in Chinnock v. Marchioness of Ely 
(4 D. J. & 8. 638) that if the informal documents shew an 
agreement complete in its essential terms, this will be bind- 
ing, notwithstanding that the parties have expressly stipulated 
that there shall be a formal contract; and ever since that 
decision it has been a question whether in such cases the 
formal contract is a mere superfluity which does not import 
any further obligation, or whether it is an essential term that 
it shall be executed, so that the parties are not bound 
till execution. In general, the latter result follows if the 
informal offer and acceptance are made “subject to a con- 
tract,” and of this the recent decision of Byrnz, J., in Clark 
v. Robinson (51 W. R. 443) is an example. There property 
offered for sale by auction was afterwards the subject of negotia- 
tions for sale by private treaty, and the vendor wrote accepting 
the offer of the intending purchaser ‘‘ subject to the conditions 
of sale read at the auction and an agreement.’ It was possible 
that this referred simply to the signing of the form of agreement 
on the conditions of sale, and, if so, this would be a mere formal 
matter which, on the authorities, would perhaps not prevent the 
correspondence from being binding. But Byrryg, J., held that 
the reference to the indorsed form of agreement was not estab- 
lished, and that the vendor must be taken to have intended that 
there should be an independent agreement. Since it was only 
subject to such an agreement that he accepted the offer, the 
contract was conditional on the agreement being executed, and 
hence, in the absence of the agreement, the parties were not 


THe recest decision of the Court of Appeal in Jared v. 
Clements (51 W. R. 401 ; 1903, 1 Ch. 428), affirming the judg- 
ment of Bren, J. (50 W. R. 611; 1902, 2 Ch. 399), shews how 
difficult it is even for a careful solicitor to save his client from 
the risks which are incident to fraud. ‘he owner of two lease- 
hold houses deposited the title deeds, with a memorandum of 
deposit, with the plaintiff as security for an advance of £450. 
A receiving order was made against the mortgagor, and was 
subsequently reecindeg, but in the bankruptcy proceedings the 
equitable mortgage was duly disclosed. The mortgagor then 
contracted to sell the property to the defendant for £650 
and an abstract was delivered, but this did not contain 
the mortgage. The purchaser's solicitor, however, discovered 
the existence of the mortgage in the course of the search of the 
bankruptcy proceedings, which he made for the purpose of 
ascertaining that the bankruptcy had been duly annulled. He 


should be done. Upon completion, he did in fact hand over the 
memorandum of deposit with what purported to be a recej 
indorsed upon it, but the receipt had been forged by himesll 
and the mortgagee—that is, the plaintiff, for whom he was acti 
as solicitor—remained unpaid. The plaintiff claimed that his 
charge was still a subsisting charge against the defendant 
notwithstanding that the latter had acquired the legal estate 
in the property, and it is difficult to detect any flaw in 
the reasoning by which he has been held to be justified in the 
contention. It was not a case, as was pointed out in the Court 
of Appeal, of constructive notice, but of actual notice to the 
purchaser of an existing charge, and hence when she paid her 
money on the faith of what purported to be a discharge of the 
mortgage she did so at her own risk. It is essential, of course, 
in most cases to rely upon the genuineness of the execution of 
a deed tendered by a solicitor upon the completion of a purchase, 
and the case is one more instance of the disagreeable nature of 
the duty which the court has to perform in determining which 
of two innocent parties must suffer for the fraud of a third 
party; but it is also a reminder of the excessive caution that 
should be used when there is anything in the dealings of the 
opposite party to arouse suspicion. 





Ir ANYTHING were required to further shew the urgent 
necessity of placing restrictions on the sale of revolvers, a case 
tried this week at the Old Bailey would supply it. The prisoner, 
who was indicted for murder, was found, on very clear evidence, 
to be insane. He had shot two men with a revolver, killing one 
of them. The men were strangers to him, and there was no 
motive whatever for his act. Not only was the man insane, but 
he was at the time so obviously intoxicated that when he went 
to a shop and asked for a revolver, the person in the shop refused 
to sell him one. However, he went to a neighbouring pawn- 
brokers and obtained what he required without difficulty, 
He also, at the same shop, purchased cartridges, and the man 
who served him actually loaded the weapon for him and handed 
it to him loaded. The wretched man then went out and com- 
mitted the act for which he has been tried. At the trial 
GrantHamM, J., said that the pawnbroker’s assistant who sold the 
prisoner the revolver was liable to be convicted of manslaughter ; 
and the judge was probably perfectly right in law. If pro- 
ceedings were taken in a case like this, the wholesome example 
might do much as a warning to other persons. Where a man 
is guilty of gross negligence, and as the natural result of that 
negligence, death is caused, that man is guilty of manslaughter. 
What more gross and culpable act of negligence is conceivable 
than the handing of a loaded revolver to a man obviously drunk 
and allowing him to carry it into the street? Itis not easy, 
however, to find in the reports a case quite parallel. In Dizonv. 
Bell (5 M. & 8. 198) the defendant kept a loaded gun in his 
lodgings. He sent a child for the gun, with a message to his 
landlord asking him to remove the priming before handing 
the gun to her. The landlord did remove the priming, 
as he thought, but did not do so completely, and the girl 
took it away in that condition. She afterwards began 
playing with the gun, and, pointing it at the plaintiff's 
child; drew the trigger. The gun went off and wounded the 
child. It was held that the defendant was liable in damages for 
the injury. Lord Exvtensoroven, O.J., said: ‘The defendant 
might, and ought, to have gone farther; it was incumbent on 
him who, by charging the gun, had made it capable of doing 
mischief, to render it safe and innoxious. This might have 
been done by the discharge or drawing of the contents; and 
though it was the defendant’s intention to prevent all mischief, 
and he ex 1 that this would be effectual by taking out the 
priming, the event has, unfortunately, proved that the order to 
his landlord was not sufficient; consequently, as by this want 
of care the instrument was left in a state capable of doing 
mischief, the law will hold the defendant responsible.” In 
commenting on this case, the opinion is expressed in Russell 
on Orimes that if death had ensued, the defendant would 
have been guilty of manslaughter. It may be doubted, 
however, whether this negligence was sufficient for manslaughter. 








thereupon required that the mortgage should be discharged 
beture completion, and the vendor's solicitor undertook that this 


How much greater was the culpable negligence of the witness 
in the recent case! 
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Ar tue Liverpool Assizes last week, before Lawzrance, J., 
upon the trial of Monson and others, seamen, for murder on 
poard the British ship Veronica, a juryman was absent from ill- 
ness, and his medical man said that in his opinion the illness 
would prevent him from attending again at the trial. The 
Jearned judge then allowed another juryman to be sworn, and 


“the evidence already given to be read over to him and the other 


eleven jurymen. The trial proceeded, and the prisoners were 
found guilty. The reporter of the Times refers to Reg. v. Beere 
QM. & R. 472) as an authority for reading the evidence, but 
suggests that the incapacity of the juryman ought to have been 
roved on oath. eg. v. Beere was an indictment for felony. 
After the evidence for the prosecution had been heard, a jury- 
man was seized with a fit and was removed from the box. The 
Jearned judge, Oresswe.t, J., ruled that*a medical man must be 
called to prove upon oath that the juryman was unable to attend 
further at the trial. He then allowed another juryman to be 
sworn, and each witness who had been previously examined 
was recalled into the box and re-sworn, and the judge 
read out the note of his evidence and asked him if it was correct. 
The trial then proceeded. But in the last edition of 
Archbold’s Criminal Pleading we are referred to Reg. v. Bertrand 
(L. R. 1 P. C. 520), which is said to overrule Reg. v. Beere so 
far as that case is an authority for allowing the evidence to be 
read. In Reg. v. Bertrand a prisoner was tried by the court in 
New South Wales for felony. The jury could not agree upon a 
verdict and was discharged. The prisoner was again brought 
for trial before the court, and at this trial before another jury, 
some of the witnesses having been re-sworn, the evidence given 
by them at the first trial was read over to them from the judge’s 
notes, liberty being given both to the prosecution and the prisoner 
to examine and cross-examine. No objection to this course was 
made by the prisoner or his counsel. In the judgment of the 
court (Sir J. Gieen Sir Wrii1aM Ertz, Sir Epwarp VaveHan 
Wuuiams, Sir Fitzroy Kerry, and Sir R. Krypersizy) the course 
taken at the trial is criticized, and it is said ‘‘ The most careful note 
must often fail to convey the evidence fully in some of its most 
important elements— those for which the open oral 
examination of the witness in presence of prisoner, judge, and 
jury is so justly prized. It cannot give the look or manner of 
the witness, his hesitation, his doubts, his variations of language, 
his confidence or precipitancy, his calmness or consideration ; it 
cannot give the manner of the prisoner, when that has been 
important upon the statement of aging | of particular moment, 
nor could the judge properly take on him to supply any of 
these defects, who, indeed, will not nec:ssarily be the same on 
both trials; it is, in short, or it may be, the dead body of the 
evidence, without its spirit, which is supplied, when given 
openly and orally, by the ear and eye of those who receive it.” 
It seems strange that, in the face of these observations by so 
weighty a tribunal, the learned judge who presided at the trial 
at Liverpool should not have required the witnesses to go into 
the box and repeat their evidence. The point as to the proof of 
the incapacity of the juryman does not appear to us to be of 
equal importance. The judge had only to satisfy himself that 
there was a reasonable excuse for the absence of the juryman, 
and he could form a conclusion upon this subject without the 
assistance of evidence upon oath. 





Taz Emptoyuenr of Children Bill now before Parliament 
proposes to make some important changes in the law. It pro- 
poses that a county or borough council may make bye-laws as to 
the age below which employment is illegal, as to hours between 
which employment is illegal, and as to the total number of 
hours which a person under fourteen may work in any one day 
or week. A council may also prohibit absolutely, or permit, 
subject to restrictions, the employment of children of that age in 
specified occupations which may be dangerous either to 
health or morals. Bye-laws may also be made regulating 
street trading by persons under sixteen, and very wide 
powers indeed are given for this purpose, so that such 
trading may be prohibited ‘except subject to such con- 
itions as to age, sex, or otherwise, as may be specified in 
the -bye-law.” No child, however, under eleven years of 
may be employed in street trading at all. There are also pro- 





visions aimed at protecting children from inj by being 
employed in lifting heavy weights, or in any other manner 
likely to be injurious to lite, limb, or health. It is also 
posed that “a child (under fourteen) shall not be em att va 
any occupation between the hours of nine in the evening 
and six in the morning, provided that the council of any 
county or borough may, by bye-law, vary these hours 
either generally or for any specified occupation. This pro- 
vision evidently, in effect, will repeal section 3 of the 
Prevention of Cruelty to Children Act, 1894. Section 2 
of that Act forbids the employment of any child under eleven 
years of age in a theatre or other place of public entertainment. 
Section 3, however, provides that a petty sessional court may 
grant a licence for any child above seven to take part in an 
entertainment, subject to such restrictions as to hours and other 
matters as the court thinks fit. If the Bill passes in its present 
form it is clear that there will no longer be any power in magis- 
trates to grant such licences, and an attempt in committee of the 
House of Commons to still specifically reserve this power to 
the magistrates was defeated. Unless, therefore, allowed 
by bye-law, it will be impossible in the future for 
any child under fourteen to be employed at a theatre later 
than nine in the evening. That is almost equivalent to for- 
bidding the employment of children in theatres altogether. If 
any council does dior children to be employed in theatres after 
nine o'clock, there does not seem to be any satisfactory mode of 
inquiring into the case of each particular child, as to the child’s 
personal fitness, or as to the provision to be made at the theatre 
for the child’s care. Under the existing law, the magistrates 
often make the most searching and minute inquiries into these 
matters. If children in London and other large places are not 
allowed to act in pantomimes and such-like entertainments, a 
very serious loss will be inflicted on many poor families, which 
profit greatly in the winter by the easily-earned money of their 
children. If they are wr sats | to act, then, we submit, the power 
of granting licences for their employment after inquiry by a 
magistrate is a far better system for the children than the new 
regulation proposed. 





Many ANCIENT statutes, long since repealed, have dealt with 
the importation of corn into this country, since its exportation 
therefrom was prohibited by 34 Ed. 3, c. 20, in 1361, and 
only permitted in 1436 by 15 Hen. 6, c. 2, in case the home pri 
exceeded 6s. 8d. per quarter. Importation appears to have 
been first beoliesel in 1463 by 3 Ed. 4, c. 3—not repealed until 
1863 by the Statute Law Revision Act of that year—by which, 
unless the price exceeded 6s. 8d. quarter in the case of 
wheat, 4s. in the case of rye, and 3s. in the case of barley, impor- 
tation was prohibited, on the ground that, as the preamble 
declared, ‘‘the labourers and occupiers of husbandry within this 
realm be daily grievously endemaged by bringing of corn out of 
other lands into this realm when corn of the growing of this 
realm is at low price.” In 1670 and 1689 importation was heavily 
checked by 22 Car. 2, c. 8, and 1 Will. & M.c. 12, respectively. 
In 1773 importation was allowed on payment of 6d. per quarter 
when the home price was not less than 48s. The Sliding Scale 
Act of 1828 imposed a duty of 24s. 8d. when the home price was 
64s. a quarter, 16s. 8d. when it was 69s., and 1s, when it was 
at or above 73s.—duties which were slightly altered in 1842 by 
5 & 6 Vict. c. 14, The Repeal Act of 1846 (9 & 10 Vict. c. 22) 
established a considerable temporary reduction, but did not come 
into operatioa until the Ist of February, 1849, from which date 
till 1869, when all duty was taken off by 33 & 34 Vict. o. 14, a 
small duty on all grain imported, whatever the price might be, 
was levied. Sir Rossrr Psst’s duty, as i in 1846, was 
at the rate of ls. per quarter, but this was changed (for the sake 


| of convenience, not of revenue) by Mr. Grapsrong in 1864, by 


27 & 28 Vict. c. 18, to a rate of threepence per hundredweight— 
a shilling duty being by the same Act imposed on tea. 





Is rx chimney of a London club-house “the chimney of a 
private dwelling-house”? By the Public Health —— Act, 
1891, s. 24 (6), “any chimney (not being the chimney of a 
private dwelling-house) sending forth black smoke in such 


| quantity as to be a nuisance, is a nuisance liable to be dealt with 
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summarily under the Act.” The secretary of St. James’s 
Qlub,. Piccadilly, was summoned before Mr. Kznnepy, the 
ropoli police magistrate, for not having complied 
with. a notice to abate a nuisance caused by black smoke 
issuing from the premises of the club. It appeared that a 
sammons against another club had been dismissed on the 
that the club was used as a “private dwelling-house,” 

it was contended, in support of the summons against the 

St. James’s Club, that a club is not a “ private dwelling-house,” 
butis in the same category as a restaurant. The magistrate 
adhered to his previous opinion, but offered to give every facility 
for-obtaining the opinion of the High Court on the construction 
of the enactment. We think that there is something to be said 
for the view of the prosecution. A ‘‘ private dwelling-house,” in 
the-common acceptation of the term, is a place of residence; a 
place:used: for sleeping as well as f»r eating and drinking, read- 
ing, or other recreation. Oan a club be considered to be the 
‘private dwelling-house” of each and every member? We 
should be glad if the question could be discussed before a 


A.casg of unusual importance is about to come before the 
Belgian courts. The Countess Lonyay, daughter of the 
igning sovereign, King Lxorotp II., claims from him her 
share.of the estate of her mother, the Queen, who died a short 
— The countess alleges that her father and mother were 
ied. under the rule of community as described in section 1391 

of the Oode Civil. One half of their property was, therefore, 
ject to testamentary disposition by the Queen, and one-third 
is half is claimed by the countess as her share. The value 
share is said to exceed £600,000. The King, on the 
hand, denies that his marriage was according to the rule 
~#-community, and says that it was contracted in accordance 
ith: thie Statutes of the Imperial House of Austria, by which 
‘ property of husband and wife is kept distinct. Some 
— has been expressed that the marriage contract did not 
ude all controversy, but whether there was or was not any 
such contract does not seem to be generally known. Disputes 
Fe the construction of royal marriage settlements are not 
kely to find their way into the courts of this country, or to be 
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The Phrase, “As if she had died 


without having been married.” 
Last autumn, reverting to a topic treated by a correspondent in 


series of cases in which the phrase “ As if she had died without 
having been married,” when used, as it commonly is, in an 
ultimate trust of a woman’s personalty settled on her marriage, 
had been so interpreted as to contradict its plain meaning, and 
to defeat the purpose for which it is used (47 Soxtcrrors’ 
Jounnat, pp. 64, 84, 105, 154). The trust of which the phrase 
is part is one which in an ordinary settlement is preceded by 
trusts, for such issue of the marriage as the parents or the 
survivor of them may appoint, and in default of such appoint- 
ment for such children of the marriage as attain twenty-one, or, 


be no such issue of the marriage, for the wife to appoint by will 
to whomsoever she pleases, i also by a trust, if diate bs ¢ such 
issue.and the wife survive her husband, for her absolutely. The 
trust containing the phrase is also contingent on the failure of the 
ision for issue, the wife’s not appointing by will, and 
her dying before her husband. The trust then gives the fund to 
the persons who, ‘‘if the wife had died without having been 
married,” would have been entitled to her personalty. That trust 
is designed to restore the fund to the wife’s—the settlor’s— 
family, Todoso the husband must be excluded, as, surviving 
his wife, he would be entitled to the whole. Children who 
sarvive the wife and afterwards die in infancy must also be 
excluded, as, if they took the fund, they would do so only to 


or all may be members of their father’s family, or his creditors 
or donees may become entitled to it. 

A few months before our articles were printed, Mr. Justics 
Kexewion, upon the authority of earlier cases of the above. 
mentioned series had held that under such a settlement as that 
above described, the wife having died in the lifetime of her hus. 
band and of the only child of the marriage, the part of her fortune 
subject to that settlement devolved on her child, subject to her 
husband’s life interest, and on the child’s death at the age of six 
or seven years in the husband’s lifetime, passed to him. The 
contest of titles occurred after the husband’s death, and the 
learned judge held that the infant child had become entitled ag 
its mother's next-of-kin, and that the executors of the surviving 
husband, and not the representative of the wife’s father, who was 
living at her death, had in the events which had happened 
become entitled to the fund: Re Mare (1902, 2 Ch. 112). 

That such a decision would be justified by earlier ones had 
been pointed out by our above-mentioned learned contributor 
in 1894, and of it the Lords Justices, in a still more recent 


case to be presently mentioned, said that, having regard to . 


other decisions subsequent to that in Wilson v. Atkinson, it 
could not be said that Kexewica, J., was not justified in 
deciding in conformity with them: Weekly Notes, 1903, May 
2, p. 81. Wedid not overrate the authority which, when we 
wrote, existed in support of the doctrine against which we 
argued, and which the Court of Appeal by its judgment in 
the case last adverted to has authorized us to call erroneous, 

Within a week after the publication of our argument against 
the judicial disallowance of their plain and intended meaning to 
the words of the phrase “Asif she had died without having 
been married,” Swinren Eapy, J., held that under an ordinary 
wife’s settlement—one indistinguishable for the present purpose 
from that upon which Re Mare was decided—the phrase excluded 
children of the wife who survived her and died in infanoy. 
On the language of the instrument itself, apart from 
authority, the learned judge had no difficulty in coming 
to a conclusion. The language appeared to him to be 
absolutely clear and as free as possible from ambiguity. The 
words clearly excluded children, because if the wife had not 
been married she could not have had lawful issue. Then, 
turning to the question, whether he was bound by authority to 
adopt another conclusion, he held that he was not so bound, 
The Lords Justices in Wilson v. Atkinson did not, he thought, lay 
down any general rule of construction that in a marriage settle- 
ment the words “ without having been married” are always to 
receive one fixed, definite construction. The judge proceeded to 
consider the later decisious, and noted their conflicting character. 
Afterwards he remarked: ‘It is said that the intention of this 
clause is to exclude the husband, and that a particular interpre- 
tation has been put upon it with that object. But if that be so,” 
he added, ‘‘it seems that the very interpretition so put upon it 
defeats the object.” He decided that the issue of the marriage 
are excluded by the words “ without ever having been married”: 
Re Smith's Settlement (1903, 1 Ch. 373). 

Four months later, the question was brought for decision to 
the Court of Appeal. Mr. Justice Kexewicn haviog in a case 
like that of Re Mare followed his above-mentioned decision, the 
disappointed parties appealed. The hearing has not yet been 
printed in any of the reports for permanent reference, but a 
short account of it has appeared in the Weekly Notes, ands 
more ample one in the Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat. The Lords 
Justices (VaveHan Witttams, Romer, and Oozens-Hakrpy) con- 
curred in reversing the judgment appealed from, in denying the 
existence of the rule of interpretation which had been said to 
have been established by Wilson v. Atkinson, and in giving the 
case before them the natural meaning to the words “ without 
having been married”: Re Brydone’s Settlement (47 Soxiciross 
JourNnAL, 490). 

One noticeable point in Re Smith’s Settlement and 2 
Brydone’s Settlement is the reliance placed) by both Swovrax 
Eapy, J., and the Court of Appeal on Lord Cranwortn’s 8 
in Clarke v. Colls (1861, 9 H L. CO. 611) before the House of 
Lords, going far to claim for their decisions the authority of 
that tribunal. 

Another is the acceptance by Swrvren Eavy, J., of Mr. Rout's 
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- * the sum of the matter is that the vast majority of existing settle- 


‘must for sale should arise within a life in being or twenty-one 
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guch a way as not to let it exclude children dying in infancy was 
to make the words “ without having been married ” superfiuous, 

the definition of the persons to take by reference to the 
Statutes of Distribution alone excluded the husband, who is 
entitled by a right acknowledged before those statutes were 


ments of women’s fortune are authoritatively stated to mean by 
that ultimate trust of which we have treated what its words 
express, what it was intended to mean, and what until a few 

ago it was universally understood to mean. A serious 
vat which a few judgments had raised has been dispelled 
and can hardly arise again. 


- The common form adopted by and from Jarman can safely, | ( 


if the precautions he suggested be observed, be used hereafter as 
heretofore. 

Nevertheless, as we suggested (ands, p. 106), it may be both 

ically safer and theoretically more correct to add to 
. phrase “ without having been married ” the words ‘to 
the said [intended husband }.” 

The addition of the words “and without leaving any child,” 
or “any child of the said {intended husband],” is, we venture 
to think, unnecessary, and, therefore, objectionable. 

The decisions by Mr. Justice Swivren Eavy and the Court of 
A relate to what in our former articles we called normal 
tn They leave untouched settlements which do not 
contain, before the restoriog trusts, express trusis for children 
of the marriage. Obviously for abnormal settlements general 
rules of interpretation cannot be prescribed. 








Trusts for Sale and the Rule 


Against Perpetuities 


Aw interesting question upon the rule against perpetuities as 
affecting a trust for sale was decided by the Court of Appeal in 
Re Appleby (51 W. R. 455; 1903, 1 Ch. 565), The provisions 
of the will in question, which were somewhat elaborate, can be 
shortly stated as follows: A testator, who died in 1854, gave all 
his real and leasehold estates to trustees, upon trust to pay the 
income to his daughter, Ann Sxrnver, the wife of J. H. 
Sxmwver, during her life, and after her death, in case she should 
leave J. H. Sxuvner or any future husband surviving her, to pay 
the income to'J. H. Sxrvnzr or such future husband during his 
life; and subject thereto the property was to be held on trust 
for the children of Ann Sxryner. In default of children 
who attained twenty-one or married, the testator directed 
his trustees, after the decease of Ann Sxrnzr and any husband 
of hers and such failure of children, to sell his real and lease- 
hold estates, and hold the net proceeds on trust for certain 
persons, or classes of persons, in fifths, these classes being 
mostly children of maternal uncles and aunts of Ann SKINNER. 
There was no express gift of the income of the property until 
sale in favour of the beneficiaries who took the proceeds of sale, 
there was a maintenance clause which would take effect 
this income. Ann Sxrvver died in 1882 without issue, 
and her husband, J. H. Scrivner, died in 1899, The question 
then arose whether the gift in favour of the ultimate bene- 
ficiaries could take effect, having regard to the fact that the 
trust for sale was so framed as to infringe the rule against 
ities. 
would, of course, have been no difficulty in inserting words 
in regard to any future husband of Ann Sxryner which would 
have made the limitation perfectly safe, but the case is just one 
of those in which the nature of the limitation is intrinsically such 
4s tothrow the draftsman off his guard. No fault could be 
with the limitation as regards Ann Skinner and her present 
husband, and to extend it to future husbands does not for any 
om urpose offend against the doctrine of perpetuity. But 
tically there is an infringement, and it was admitted that 
the trust for sale was upon this ground bad. The future 
d might not have been born at the time of the 
testator’s death, and hence there was nothing to secure that the 


that this failure of the trust for sale involved a failure also of the 
ultimate gift which was to take effect out of the trust for sale. 
On the other hand, so to defeat the ultimate gift would be to 
sacrifice the substantial intention of the testator in consequence 
of a defect in the machinery—the trust for sale—by which that 
intention was to be carried into effect, and it might be expected 
that the court would endeavour to avoid such a result. 

The point is by no means uncovered by authority, and the 
importance of the present case is that the Court of Appeal have 
indorsed the view previously taken, that the trust for sale is 
mere machinery, and that if a sale under the trust cannot take 
place, the property will go unsold to the beneficiaries who 
would have taken the proceeds of sale. In Goodier v. Johnson 
30 af R. bot * Ch. D. 441), a question related 
to the possibility of ascertaining within the prescribed period 
the beneficiaries who were to take, but p 208: was also a 
trust for sale which was void for remoteness, and it was 
held by the Court of Appeal that the pro was to 
go as unsold under the beneficial limitations. This result, 
was assisted, however, by the fact that the income of, 
the property until sale was expressly given in the same 
manner as the proceeds of sale. -“‘ There is,” said Jzsser, M.R., 
“a trust of the property and the rents and profits thereof until 
sale for the persons to whom the proceeds of sale are ee 
and if the trust for sale is bad, still that trust is good, and wi 
carry the property to them.” In the subsequent case of 
Goodier v, Edmunds (1893, 3 Ch. 455) the same will was under 
consideration, the point now being whether a beneficiary took 
his share of the property as real estate, or as personal, so that 
upon his death it would pass to his real and not to his 
representatives ; and Srrr.1ve, J., held that, since the trust forsale 
had failed, there was no ground for treating the pro as con- 
verted into personalty, with the result that the real representa- 
tives were entitled. 

But the learned judge, while agreeing with the dictum of 
JzssEL, M.R., above quoted, also ex the opinion that, 
even in the absence of an express gift of the income till sale, 
the property would have gone to the persons entitled to the 
proceeds of sale notwithstanding the invalidity of the trust for 
sale under which those proceeds were to come into being. 
** Cases,” he said, ‘‘ may possibly occur where the trust for 
and the beneficial interests thereunder are so inextricably mixed 
up that both must stand or fall together ; but where it can be 
seenthat the trust for sale is mere machinery for facilitating a 
division between the persons for whom the pro is destined, 
I think that effect ought to be given to the equitable interests, 
even though the instrument by means of which the division is 
intended to be carried out may prove to be unavailing. In the 
present case I should have thought that, in the absence of the 
trust of the rents and profits until sale, the beneficiaries ought 
to be held entitled, but that the beneficial interests would 
devolve as real estate.” : 
The above opinion of Srieuine, J., was not necessary for the 
decision of the case before him, but the exact point arose about 
the same time in Re Daveron (42 W. R. 24; 1893, 3 Oh, 421) 
before Curtry, J. There —s a peer en tolhei gpe 
was void as trausgressing the rule against perpetuities, an 
there was a gift of the proceeds, without mention of the inter- 
mediate income, to ms who were ascertainable within the 
ae aoe by the pacar passing % J., _ bel they we 
entitled to the property upon the 00) 
by election have defeated the trust for sale if valid, np be its 
mere invalidity could not be allowed to deprive them of the 
property. He pointed out that where there was a trust to sell 


and pay the p to named persons—A., B., and 0.— 
these persons were to be regarded in equity as the owners 
of the estate. They were entitled to go to the trustee - 


and require him to convey the estate to them in the proportions 
in which they were entitled to the purchase-money. "Ueeodees, 
where there was a valid trust for and no gift of the iater- 
mediate rents, the persons who took the of sale, being 
thus regarded as equitable owners of the estate, unquesti 
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years after. Upon technical grounds it was possible to argue 


take the broader, rather than the narrower, view of the subject, 
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and that, though the testator had intended the beneficiaries to 
take the property as personalty, yet it was better to miss this 
minor object than to defeat his main intention, which was to 

ive them the benefit of the property. In other words, the trust 
for sale was, in the language of Siratine, J., machinery merely, 
and its failure did not involve the entire failure of the disposition 


of the property. 
In a Appleby (supra) the Court of Appeal very readily 
expressed concurrence with this view. In one respect the case 
was intermediate between the Goodier cases and Le Daveron. 
re was no gift of intermediate income, but there was the 
maintenance clause which would be satisfied out of such 
income. Beth Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., referred to 
this as indicating the intention of the testator, but they 
did not rely upon it, and in effect the decision affirms the 
principle laid down by Currry, J., s.:ve perhaps that it makes 
the result depend rather upon the mere fact of equitable owner- 
ip than upon any application of the doctrine of election. 
+ is a clear intention, it seems to me,” said Cottiys, M.R., 
“in the will to benefit these particular persons who are ascer- 
tained ; and that being the intention of the will, there is simply 
the failure of a piece of machinery, which, if it had been 
effectual, might have enabled them to take it in a different 
shape. As it is, the intention stands; it is unaffected by the 
failure of the power of sale, and the persons entitled to it take 
if in the form in which it now is, without going through the 
of a sale.” The result, which was an affirmarice of the 
‘cision of Byryz, J., puts the matter upon a certain and satis- 


factory footing. 








Reviews. 


Landlord and Tenant. 


Woopratt’s Law or LanpLorp anp TENANT, WITH A FULL 
COLLECTION OF PRECEDENTS AND ForMs OF PROCEDURE; CON- 
TAINING ALSO A COLLECTION OF LEADING PROPOSITIONS. SEVEN- 
TEENTH EpITIon. ConTAINING THE STATUTES AND Cases Down TO 
MicHAELMas Day, 1902. By J. M. Lety, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited.) 

Mr. Lely tells us in the preface that this is the seventh edition of 
Woodfall which has passed through his hands, and both this circum- 
stance and his keen interest in, and knowledge of, this branch of the law, 
especially with regard to agricultural tenancies, ensures that the text of 
the book will be satisfactorily dealt with in relation to the changes which 
have occurred since the publication of the last edition. The main legis- 
lativealteration has, of course, been the passing of the Agricultural Hold- 
ings Act, 1900, and the admirable exposition previously given of the 
Act of 1583 has now interwoven in it the provisions of the later Actin a 
manner which is particularly useful to the practitioner—i.e., not in the 
“numb” way in which a tyro in the subject would deal with it, but 
by way of practical suggestion and complete exposition. _ For instance, 
at p. 841 2 is a very clear and useful definition of the holdings to 
which the combined Acts apply; and there is an observation at p. 856 
which is worth bearing in mind: ‘‘ The interpretation clause of the 
Act of 1883 (section 61) should always be consulted before an Opinion 
is given on any particular section the definition of ‘ manures’ 
in section 61 of the Act of 1883 is repealed by section 12 of the Act of 
1900, which substitutes 2 new definition.” 

_ The decisions since the last edition are diligently collected and 

concisely stated. The recent abnormal judicial activity with regard to 

the covenant for quict enjoyment had only partially occurred before 
the eonclasion of the revision of this edition (October, 1902). Mr. Lely 

argues strongly in favour of Budd-Sett v. Daniel (1902, 2 K. B. 351), 

and we hope he has a rod im pickle for the Court of Appeal with 

segard to their ill-considered and rather hasty decision in Jones v. 

i (ante, p. 109; 1902, 1 K. B. 253). 

It ia to the credit of the editor that the work has not in the 
euccessive editions swollen to an unreasonable bulk. We think, 
however, that in the next edition the question of publishing the 


—. a6 4 ey mga | volume will have to be considered. 

present edition is an excellent specimen of intelligent editing. 

Sheriff Law. 

4 Comrzxincm or Suvury axy Exycurion Law. By Pusu E. 
Maturn, Solicitor and Notary, formerly Under-Sheriff of New- 


came-npen Fyne. Smoxp Eintion. Stevens & Sons (Limited); 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Ewery oc gua gh knows that the law relating to the functions 
of the and to execution generally is beset with technical 





difficulties, and the appearance of a second edition of Mr. Mather’s 
Sheriff Law, enlarged in scope and in title to Sheriff and Exeop- 
tion Law,”’ will be very generally welcomed. A glance at the con- 
tents will shew the wide range which the book takes. After prelimi- 
nary chapters dealing with the sheriff and his officers, and the genera] 
practice under the R. ¥. C. and the Crown Office Rules, chapters 4 to 
18, explain the procedure under the writs of fi. fa., of elegit, and of 
the other writs and processes required in the course of execution under 
judgments ; chapters 19-23, the procedure in special cases as in execu- 
tious against companies, and in relation .to married women; the 
succeeding chapters take up bills of sale, bankruptcy, and inter. 
pleader ; and chapter 27 discusses the important subject of the sheriff's 
jurisdiction in assessing damages. The closing chapters state the duties 
of the sheriff in regard to the assizes, and his rights and liabilities 
This plan shews that the author has endeavoured to make his work a 
complete guide to persons responsible for carrying out the duties of 
the sheriff, and also to practitioners who have to realize the fruits of 
a judgment by execution. The sheriff, in levying execution, fre- 
quently finds that he has to allow for the overriding rights of the 
landlord, and ia particular, in executions on farm produce, he has to 
take account of special statutory provisions designed to protect the 
landlord’s rights under the lease. These are concisely stated in 
chapter 20, and the more general provisions which secure to the land- 
lord a certain priority over the execution creditor are given in chapter 
23, which also deals with the complications arising where the bank- 
ruptcy of the tenant supervenes—complications illustrated by the 
recent case of [te N «1 Mackenzir (1899, 2 Q. B. 566). In the chapters 
on execution in relation to married women and bills of sale. The 
recent authorities have been carefully included, and altogether this 
edition has been prepared so as to give full and reliable guidance to 
the practitioner. 





Education Law. 


THE Law oF PusLic EpucaTion IN ENGLAND AND WALES. By 
G. EpWaRbDES JONES, Barrister-at-Law, and J. C. G. Sykes. 
Rivingtons. 

THe Epvcation Act, 1902; wirH Notes, &c By Montacv 
BaRLow, Barrister-at-Law, and H. Macan, M.A., Education 
Secretary to the Surrey County Council. Sxconp Eprtion. 
Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 

Messrs. Jones and Sykes’s book is perhaps the most complete work 
on the Jaw of education in this country which has yet been produced, 
well arranged and well printed, it cannot fail to take a high place 
among legal text-books. As is natural, a prominent place is given to 
the Act of 1902, but so far as we have been able to test the work, it 
includes the whole of the legislation affecting education. The notes 
are accurate and clearly expressed, and the numerous cross-references 
greatly assist the reader in finding the various enactments dealing 
with any particular matter. Thoroughness characterizes the entire 
work, and the editors are to be congratulated upon the completion 
of what must have been a laborious task. We could have wished that 
they had waited until the close of the present session of Parliament, 
when the London Education Bill will in all probability have become 
law ; at present London must be taken to be excepted from the purview 
of the work, and it is not likely that the text of the London Bill, as 
introduced (which the editors have set out), will be of permanent value. 

Messrs. Barlow and Macan’s little work on the Act of 1902 has 
been recently reviewed in these columns. We are not surprised to see 
a second edition of it. This edition contuins some useful new matter, 
while retaining the form of the original book. 





Electric Lighting. 

THe Law RELATING To Evectric LIGHTING, TRACTION, AND POWER. 
jie jvirion. By Joun Suiness Witt, K.C. Butterworth 
& Co. 

Mr. Shiress Will has in this edition largely increased the scope of 
the previous editions of this work. It now p rs not only with the 
law relating to electric lighting, but also with the working of rail- 
ways (including tube nari and tramways by electrical power and 
with the private legislation relating to the supply of electrical energy. 
The Acts relating to electric lighting are very carefully annotated, 
and the regulations of the Board of Trade re fully set out. 
work also contains much useful information as to the private legisla- 
tion on the above subjects, the County of London being separately 
treated. There is an interesting chapter on leakage and electrolysis. 
Altogether Mr. Will’s book is a very complete treatise on the subjects 
with which it deals. 





Railway Law 


Rurours oy Cases Decmep py tHE Ramway ANnp CANAL 
Commissionens. By J, H. Batvoun Brownz, K.C., WALtH 





H. MAgNAMARA, « Master of the Supreme Court and Registrar 
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4 the Railway and Canal Commission, and RatpH NEVILLE, 
Barrister-at-Law. Vou. XI. oF Ramway AND CANAL TRAFFIC 
Cases. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This new volume has been prepared with the care which character- 
ized its predecessors. It brings the decisions of the Railway and Canal 
Commission up to the beginning of the last Long Vacation, and it also 
contains a useful digest of cases decided in the law courts as to rail- 
way law from the foot of the similar digest contained in the tenth 
yolume of these reports. 





Books Received. 


Hints on Advocacy, Conduct of Cases, Civil and Criminal, Classes of 
Witnesses, and Suggestions for Cross-examining Them, &c., &c. By 
RicoarD Harris, Esq., K.C. Twelfth Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Principles of the English Law of Contract and of Agency in its 
Relation to Contract. By Sir WittiAm R. Anson, Bart., D.C.L., 
Barrister-at-Law. Tenth Edition. Oxford: At the Clarendon Press ; 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Commercial Law: An Elementary Text-Book for Commercial 
Classes. By J. E. C. Munro, LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Second 
Edition. By J. G. Pease, Barrister-at-Law. Macmillan & Co. 
(Limited). 


Reminders for Conveyancers, with References to Some of the Best 


Precedents. By HERBERT M. BROUGHTON, Barrister-at-Law. Third 
Edition. Horace Cox. 
The Cotton Trade. Trade Unions and Strikes: An Address 


delivered to the Society of Manchester and District Association of 
Legal Assistants. By Ropert W. WILLiAmson, President of the 
Manchester Incorporated Law Association. 








Correspondence. 


The Custody of Trust Securities. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Adverting to the latter part of the article upon this subject 


in your issue of the 10th inst., I would draw attention to the decision 
of Lord Justice (then Mr. Justice) Cozens-Hardy in the case of Re 
De Pothunier (Deceased), Devt v. De Pcthenier (1900, 2 Ch. D. 529), 
from which it appears that trustees who are authorized to retain and 
continue investments in Bearer Bonds may deposit these for safe 
custody with their bankers, and so that the bankers may cut off and 
collect the interest coupons as they become payable. A. H. 
Lincoln’s-inn, May 19. 


[We are much obliged by our correspondent’s reminder.—Eb. S...] 





The Failure of the Land Transfer Act, 1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—You have on former occasions been kind enough to allow me 
to point out that the system of compulsory registration of title that, 
as an experiment, has been on trial in the County of London since the 
Ist of January, 1899, is adding grievously to the difficulty, expense, 
delay, and risk of property dealings in London—the increase in the 
costs on small purchases —£50 to £1,000—ranging from 21 to 41 per 
cent. I venture now to call attention to the action taken during the 
present month by the Building Societies Association, the Methodists, 
and the London Borough Councils respectively, to prove how 
tuperative it is that a costly and disastrous experiment should be 
forthwith brought to an end. 

The annual report of the Building Societies Association, just issued, 
tefers to the fact that in the report of 1896 it was stated that ‘any 
alteration of the existing law, which does not ensure promptitude as 

as cheapness in land transfer, would be not oly of no value, 

but absolutely prejudicial to building society interests.” The report 
continues, ‘‘ Now, with five years’ experience of the working of the 
Act, your committee are confirmed in the wisdom of the course taken 
in 1897 and 1898 by the association. Expenses of land transfer are 
od instead of lessened, promptitude is not ensured, and the 
merging of a possessory into an absolute title is not facilitated as it 
Teasonably might be, in view of the large funds accruing to the 


— ion of an offence under section 7 of the 


rs to bring their various districts under the 
ct.” 

The introduction of red tape in connection with conveyancing 

involved the Methodists in such worries and difficulties that 
recently instructed their solicitors to prepare a Bill to exempt 
properties from the operation of the 1897 Act. A friend at court was, 
however, found. Their Chapel Committee report that they are 
‘‘under great obligation to Sir Henry H. Fowler for his good offices 
with the Lord Chancellor in the matter; it is thought that the diffi- 
culties— which some time ago threatened to be very grave—are now 
overcome.” It would be extremely interesting to know under what 
authority the Lord Chancellor has relieved one particular body from 
the provisions of a general Act. That body’s success suggests the 
inquiry whether there is no one of equal influence who is willing to 
obtain for the public the same relief that Sir Henry Fowler succeeded 
in obtaining for the Methodists. 

On the initiative of the Kensington Borough Council, nineteen out of 
the twenty-eight metropolitan borough councils have voted in favour of 
an inquiry being at once held into the result of the working of the new 
system, and a joint petition to Parliament praying for an inquiry‘is 
at the present time in the process of being sealed, The City of 
London ‘is also with the same object taking independent action. 

The Act of 1897 was accepted by Parliament on the faith of assur- 
ance that an inquiry into its working would follow a three years’ 
trial. The trial period expired on the 31st of December, 1901, but 
apparently the predilections of the authorities for officialdom and red 
tape has led them to ignore their obligations. Parliament can, it 
appears, only deal with the subject on the vote for the Land Registry 

ce. In 1901, and again last year, the opportunity of —_ 
discussion was denied, the closure being put in operation before 
particular vote was reached. It is of extreme im » that this 
session means should be found to force the authorities to allow the 
subject to be discussed as a first step towards bringing to a speedy end 
an experiment that is now in ali but official quarters recognized to be 
a heavy burden on the. public and a grave and growing hindrance to 
the cheap and easy transfer of property. J. 8. RUBINSTEIN. 
5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, May 18. 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Windirg Up — Priorities in Applying Assets — Companies 
Winding-up Eules, 1890, r 31.—Rule 31 of the Winding-up Rules 
is taken toa great extent from bankruptcy rule 125, which provides 
that ‘ assets remaining after actual expenses incurred in 
realizing any of the assets . . Shall, subject to any order of the 
court, be liable to” certain payments in order of priority. It has been 
held that the actual expenses of realizing do not include the trustee's 
solicitor’s bill of costs, and the decision seems to cover the case of the 
liquidator’s solicitor’s bill in the winding up.—Re Wricut, Ex 
PARTE WINGFIELD AND Biew (Wright, J., Feb. 9, 1903) (1903, 
1 K. B. 785). 

Winding Up —Stay of Proceedings.—As the court, in Re Telescriptor 
Syndicate, has recently applied to staying winding up proc the 
principles applicable where it is asked to rescind a recei order or 
annul an adjudication of bankruptey, it should be noted t those 
principles have been again considered by the Court of , which 
has reaftirmed that the public interest and commercial morality must be 
primarily considered.—-Rr Brer, Ex PARTE BEsr (C. A., March 13, 
1903) (19038, 1 K. B, 628), 


Crimm®mal Law. 


‘Conviction Insufficient!y Describing Off 
Protection of Property Act, 1875—Summary Jurisd 
1879. #, 39,-The appellant was convicted at a court of 


and 
Act. 


rotection of Property Act, 1875, by which every person is guilty of 
an offence, ‘‘ who with a view to compel any other person to abstain 
from doing or to do any act which such person has a legal t to 
do or to abstain from doing, wrongfully and without legal authority 
, injures his property.’’ So far as is material, the conviction 
was as follows: ‘ The defendant is this day convicted for that he, on 
the 4th of February, 1902, with a view to compel M. to abstain from 
working for B. at F. colliery, which he had one right to do, unlaw- 





Mgistry from fees which would provide a more than ample insurance 
fund, ©. , Meanwhile, so far as all parts of the country out- 
tide the County of London ave concerned, compulsory registration of | 
cannot be put into force without the consent of the respective 
ounty councils, and until the grounds of complaint as to the working 
the Land Transfer Act, so strongly expressed at Cheltenham, are 
Mhoved, your committeo— friendly as it is to the principle of registra- 


of the said M. contrary to the statutedn such case and 
The defendant —— to quarter sessions, with the 
conviction was affi 

in law of the conviction, 
conviction was insufficient on two grounds— (1) because it contained no 
sufficiently definite deseription of any act which the appellant in- 


fully, wrongfully, and without legal authority, did injure the property 


that the 
rmed, subject to a case stated as to the sufficiency 
it was argued for the appellant that the 
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tended to compel the respondent to abstain from doing ; (2) because the 
roperty of the respondent alleged to have been inj ured was not speci- 
fied It was contended that ‘‘ to abstain from working ” was too vague, 
and that the particular work ought to have been set out; and secondly, 
that the particular property injured should have been described, as 
roperty is described in an indictment for larceny or malicious injury. 
In support of the conviction it was contended that, as the words of 
the statute creating the offence had been followed in the conviction, 
the offence was sufficiently described by virtue of section 39 of the Sum- 
‘mary Jurisdiction Act, 1897. Held, that it was unnecessary to specify 
the particular work that the respondent was intending to do, and 
that therefore the first objection failed. But held also, that the con- 
viction was bad on the face of it as it did not specify the property 
injured, Conviction quashed.--SairH v. Moopy (1903, 1 K. B. 56). 








Result of Appeals. 


House of Lords. 


City. of London Electric Lighting Co. (Limited) r. Mayor, &c., of London, 
et é contra. Further and fully heard, and consideration adjourned 
sine die. May 15. 


Appeal Court I. 


(New Trial Paper.) 

Clarke v. Randall and Others. Application of defendants Randall and 
Sadler for judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, 
at trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex 
(set down Dec. 30, 1902). Clarke v. Randall and Others. Application 
of defendant Wetherell for judgment or new trial on appeal from 
verdict and judgment at trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a 
special jury, Middlesex (set down Dec. 30, 1902). Judgment entered 
for defendants with costs here and below. May 15. 

(Original Motions.) 

O’Donoghue v. Harley. Appeal of plaintiff for security for costs of appeal 
(No. 89, King’s Bench Final List). Settled on terms. May 18. 
McAteer v. Lonsdale, &c. Co. (Limited). Application of applicant for 
leave to appeal from refusal of Divisional Court. Dismissed with 

costs. May 18. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

In re The Taxation of Costs and In re James Briggs & Son, Gentlemen (two, 
&e.). Appeal of Messrs. Tewson, Son, & Meek from order of Mr. 
Justice Phillimore (set down May 12, 1903). Dismissed with costs. 
May 18. 

Le Mesurier v. Ferguson and Another. Appeal of defendant Donald W. 
Ferguson from order of Mr. Justice Phillimore (set down May 2, 1903). 
Allowed with costs. May 18. 

(New Trial Paper. 

Jacob v. The Mayor, &c. of Southend-on-Sea. Application of defendants 
for judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at 
trial before Mr. Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex (set 
down Dec. 19, 1902). Dismissed with costs. May 19. 


Tresidder o. The Fanciers’ Newspaper and General Printing and Publishing 
Co. (Limited) and Others. Application of defendant company and 
C. A. House for judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and 
judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice Ridley and a special jury, 
Middlesex (set down Feb. 3, 1903). Dismissed with costs. May 19. 

Tresidder +. Fanciers, &c. Newspaper and Others. Application of 
defendant Swainson for judgment or new trial on appeal trom verdict 
and judgment, at trial before Mr. Justice Ridley and a special jury, 
Middlesex (set down Feb. 12, 1903). Dismissed for want of appearance. 
May 19. 

Innes Ker v. Lowndes. Application of defendant for judgment or new 
trial on appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex (set down Feb. 11, 1903). New 
trial ordered. May 20. 

Coates v. Moore. Application of defenflant for judgment or new trial on 
appeal from verdict and judgment, at trial before the Presiding 
Judge, T. H. Baylis, K.(., and a common jury, Court of Passage, 
Liverpool (set down Oct. 29, 1902). Dismissed with costs. May 20. 


Appeal Court II. 
(General List). 

Fleming v. Shaw. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice Buckley 
(set down Feb.20, 1903). Dismissed with costs. May 15. 

In re the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900, and In re The Anglo-Dutch 

loration Co. (Limited). Appeal of Skelton & Skelton from order of 
Mr. Justice Joyce (set down Feb. 17, 1903). Dismissed with costs. 
May 15. 

In re Angas Trusts. Tozer and Another v. Bruce and Others, Appeal of 
defendant from order of Mr. Justice Buckley (set down Feb. 25, 1903), 
Allowed with costs. May 15. 

(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re A Debtor (No. 1,126 of 1901). Ex parte The Petitioning Creditor v. 

The Debtor. Allowed with costs, May 15. 





order of Mr. Justice Kekewich (set down Feb. 25, 1903). No order, 
May 16. 

In re Leitch, Deceased. Eadie v. Ewen. Appeal of defendant from order 
of Mr. Justice Farwell (set down Feb. 26, 1903). Dismissed with 
costs on opening. May 16. 

Piers and Read. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Buckley 
(set down March 6, 1903). Dismissed with costs by request. May 19, 


(Compiled by Mr. Arrnur F. Cuappce, Shorthand Writer.} 


Cases of the Week. 


House of Lords. 
BRADLEY AND ANOTHER v. CARRITT. 11th May. 


Morreacr — RepempTion — CoLuaTERAL ADVANTAGE TO Mortcacrr— 
ApvantaGE Continuina Arrer RepempTtion—FeEtrer on Repemprioy, 


Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (49 W. R. 593; 1091, 2 K. B, 
550), affirming a judgment of Bigham, J. In May, 1892, in consideration of 
an advance of £2,250 made by the respondent to the appellant, William 
Bradley, the said appellant mortgaged to the respondent 1,500 odd shares in 
a tea company to secure repayment of the loan, and at the same time agreed 
to use his best endeavours to secure that the respondent should always there- 
after have the sale of all the company’s teas as broker, and he agreed inthe 
event of the company’s teas being sold otherwise to pay the respondent 
the amount of commission which he would have earned if the teas had been 
sold through him. William Bradley’s brother James, without being a 
mortgagee, entered iuto a similar agreement, that being of a subsidiary 
character in view of the majority of the House. The loan was repaid, and the 
respondent not being employed as broker by the company, he brought the 
action to recover damages against the brothers for breach of the agreements, 
At the trial the jury returned a verdict for respondent for £750, and Bigham, 
J., gave judgment accordingly. This was upheld by the Court of Appeal, 
who held that the collateral advantage secured to the mortgagee was one 
which might be bargained for. The Bradleys appealed. 

The Hovsg, by a majority, reversed the decision of the Court of Appeal. 

Lord MacnaGuren, in the course of a long judgment, after reviewing the 
cases of Santley v. Wilde (48 W. R. 90; 1899, 2 Ch. 474), Noakes v. Rice (50 
W. R. 305; 1902, A. C. 24), and Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 1898, 
2 Ch. 307), said: Putting aside Santley v. Wilde, there is no case to be 
found in which a mortgagee after redemption ever attempted to keep in 
full the benefit of any collateral stipulation which was part and parcel of 
the mortgage transaction. The mortgagee has not retained any direct hold 
upon the shares, though he may have indirectly brought about the same 
result. [I do not think it necessary that there should be any hold upon 
the property direct or indirect. Equity will not permit any device or 
contrivance designed or calculated to prevent or imp+de redemption. You 
cannot do indirectly that which you must not do directly. ‘The result is that 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal cannot be maintained, and the action 
must fail as regards William Bradley. It fails, too, as regards James 
Bradley, whose liability was only subsidiary to his brother’s. 

Lords Davey and Rosertson read judgments concurring. 

Lords SHanp and Liypuery differed. The result being that the appeal 
was allowed.—CovunseL, Montague Lu-h, K.C.; Buckmaster, K.C.; J. A. 
Hamilton, K.C., and Dawson Millar. Souicirors, Merriman, White, § 
Thomson ; William A. Crump & Son. 


{Reported by C. H. Grarron, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 











High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


BOARD OF TRADE ». SAILING SHIP ‘“‘GLENPARK.’’ Com. Court. 
6th and 13th May. 

Sure — “‘ Disrressep Seaman” —‘‘ Survicrenr Evipencr ’’ — Mercaant 

Surpprne Acts, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 60), 1898 (61 & 62 Vicr. c. 44). 

This was an action tried before Bigham, J., sitting without a jury, to recover 
expenses incurred and paid in maintaining and sending some shipwrecked 
sailors from Australia to England. The ship Glenpark on the Ist of February, 
1901, struck on a rock in Spencer Guif, South Australia, and became & 
total wreck. The crew landed at Port Victoria on the 2nd of February, 
1901, having lost all their effects. On the 4th of February, 1901, the 
crew reached Port Adelaide, having, since the 2nd of February, been 
maintained and forwarded by the Governor of South Australia on behalf 
of the Crown, acting by the Marine Board of South Australia. Un 
the 6th of February, 1901, the representatives of the owners of the 
vessel paid the crew the balance of wage» due to them up to the time the 
vessel was lost. Some of the crew found employment, but eight members 
thereof failed to find any employment and were provided by the Urowa 
authorities with passages to the United Kingdom. The wages paid were 
in some cases less than the amount of expense igcurred in respect of earh 
seaman, but as regards others the wages were a larger amount than the 
expense incurred, and it was in respect of this latter case that the present 
question arose, as to expenses incurred after the (‘th of February, 1901. 
The plaintiffs contended that the seamen were “ distressed seamen ”’ within 
the meaning of the Merchant Shipping Acts, and that the possession of 
wages made no difference, and that the provision in section 193, sub-section 3, 
of Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, as to the production of the account and 
proof of payment for and on behalf of the Board of Trade being “ sufll- 
cient evidence that the expenses were incurred or repaid under this Act 
by or on behalf of the Crown,’’ meant that the evidence was to be conelus 





‘General List.) 


sive. The defendants contended that a seaman could not be a ‘‘ distressed 


In re Tollemache. Sudley v, Biddulph and Others. Appeal of plaintiff from’ seaman”? if he had sufficient money—that is, suflicient to support himeelf. 
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— 
Jo be “‘ distressed ’’ a sailor must be in distress and by reason of certain 
canses—for instance, shipwreck. A seaman could cease to be distressed 
and afterwards again become distressed; he need not be distressed 
the whole time. Further, ‘‘ sufficient evidence ’’ only meant sufficient in 
absence of proof to the contrary, and the Board of Trade could not shut 
out evidence: Barraclough v. Greenhough (15 W. R. 21, L. R. 2 Q. B. 612). 
May 13.—Bicnam, J., in giving judgment, said that the first question to 
pe decided. was whether those men who had received wages in excess of 
the expenses incurred on their behalf were ‘‘ distressed seamen ’’ within 
the meaning of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 60). 
Section 190 empowered the Board of Trade to make regulations for the 
relief, maintenance, and sending home of seamen found in distress 
abroad, and the Board of Trade had made regulations in pursuance 
thereof. Those regulations (Nos. 86, 90, 95) ment‘oned who were and who 
were not to receive relief. Section 191 directed how distressed seamen 
were to be relieved. The duty of affording the relief was cast upon 
ors, consular officers, and others who were referred to in the Act as 
the authorities, and they were to be paid, in respect of expenses incurred, 
guch sums as the Board of Trade thought fit. Section 193, as amended by 
section 4 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict. c. 44) directed 


that the amount of such expenses should be a debt to the Crown from the ‘ 


shipowner, and recoverable by the Board of Trade on behalf of the Crown 
by ordinary process of law. In his opinion there was nothing to exclude 
from the category of distressed seamen those who, being shipwrecked, 
med at the date of the disaster to be entitled to arrears of wages. 
Neither was there anything from which he could imply such an intention. 
Both a shipwrecked sailor who had money in his pocket and one who had 
none were, in his opinion, ‘‘ seamen who by reason of having been ship- 
wrecked are in distress,’’ within the meaning of section 191 and of 
regulation No. 86. In the connection under consideration the defini- 
tio of distress was not to be found in the man’s slender purse, 
but in the fact that he had been cast from his ship in a foreign country. 
He therefore came to the conclusion that the men in question were 
“distressed seamen’’ within the meaning of the Act. As regards the 
second question, as to whether the production of the account of the 
expense, together with proof of payment thereof by the Board of Trade, was 
not of itselt conclusive against the defendants, he was of opinion that the 
words ‘‘sufficient evidence’’ here meant conclusive evidence, for the 
following reasons: The authority who made the payments in the first 
instance acted in the interest of the shipowner as well as of the seamen 
tions, Nos. 91, 96, 97) ; and by sub-section 4 of section 191 the Board 
of Trade could revise the amount, and disallow in favour of the shipowner 
such items as it might think fit. The authority abroad and the Board of 
Trade at home had both to protect the shipowner from any undue burden. 
In his opinion the Legislature did not mean to allow the shipowner to 
ispute either the propriety of the demand made upon him or its amount. 
J ent for plaintiffs.—Counset, Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., Sir E. Carson, 
§.G., and Sutton ; Danckwerts, K.C., and Leslie Scott. Soricrrors, R. EZ. 
Cunliffe ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Hill § Dickinson, Liverpool. 
[Reported by W. T. Turroy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


REX» JUSTICES OF CORNWALL. Div. Court. 15th May. 


Rarixe APpPpEALS—APPEAL TO QUARTER SEssions —PowrR oF QUARTER 
Sessions Over Costs—Panrocuiat AssessMENTS Act, 1836 (6 & 7 Wit. 4, 

c. 96) s. 6. ; 
This case raised an important question as to the power of a court of 
quarter sessions to grant to a successful appellant costs incurred by him at 
sspecial sessions. The facts of the case are as follows: One Sandercock 
appealed to special sessions against-an assessment of poor rate made by the 
assessment committee of St. Austell Union. The special sessions reduced 
the assessment and allowed the appellant the costs of the appeal. 
The assessment committee appealed to quarter sessions, who restored the 
original assessment, but refused to give the committee the costs of the = 
at quarter sessions. or to give them their cysts there, ou the ground that they 
had no jurisdiction to do so, or to vary the order of special sessions. The 
board of guardians of St. Austell Union then ‘obtained a rule nisi calling 
on the justices at quarter sessions to shew cause why they should not hear 
and determine according to law the application ot the assessment com- 
mittee for an order adjudging that Jane Sandercock should pay to the 
committee their costs at the proceedings at the special sessions. The case 
tumed on section 6 of the Parochial Assessments Act, 1836. That section 
provides for appeals against assessments being made to quarter sessions, 
and provides that the justices ‘‘on hearing aud finally determining such 
may award such costs to the party or parties appealing 
lt. was contended by counsel 
Who shewed cause against the rule, that those words gave no power to 
quarter sessions to vary the order of the court below. Costs could be only 
under a statute, and the words here were not wide enough. Counsel 
cited Gage v. Collins (15 W. R. 568, L. R. 2 C, P. 381) and London County Council 
¥. Guardians of West Ham (40 W. R. 662; 1892, 2 Q. B. 173). On behalf 
@ assessment committee it was contended that the special sessions was 
effect the same court as the quarter sessions, and that therefore quarter 
Sessions could vary the order. if the quarter sessions had no power over 
the costs the result would follow that the assessment committee would 


have to pay the costs of Jane Sandercock at special sessions. 


Tax Court (Lord Atvexstone, C.J., and Wits and Cuannew, JJ.) 
the rule absolute. 

Atversrong, 0.J.—The question here is whether or not the quarter 
tessions, which have an undoubted right to deal with the costs of the appeals 
to them, have also a right to make an order respecting the costs of the 

ng at special sessions, or rather, to make an order varying the order 
made, by special sessions as to costs, That turns on section 6 of the 
ial Assessments Act, 1836, That section does not prescribe a direct 





line, but was intended to give a large discretion to quarter sessions. When 
one looks at the question coming before the quarter sessions it is not like 
a decision ona different matter, and it would seem in accordance with 
justice that the quarter sessions should have power to make the order in 
respect of costs which would in effect put the b tae in the position they 
ought to be placed in view of their litigation. I think, therefore, that under 
this statute the quarter sessions dealing with an appeal on the same 
subject-matter have been given power to deal with costs in the court 
below as well as the costs of the appeal.—CovnseL, Foote, K.C., and 
Laurance; Ryde. Souicrrors, Carthew § Wheeler, for Graham § Graham, 
Fowey ; Bell, Steward, May, § How, for Carlyon § Stephens, St. Austell. 
[Reported by Aran Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


GROVE v. THE YOUNG MEN’S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION. 

13th May. 

Income Tax—Assocration InstiruTEp FroR THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE 
SprrirvaL, Menrar, Socrat, anp Paysicat Conprrion or Youne Men 
—Resravrant—Prorit on Trapine Done at Restavrant—Lianiity o¥ 
ASSOCIATION, 

Appeal by the Crown on a special case stated by the Commissioners of 
Income Tax for the Division of St. Martin-in-the-Fields in reference to an 
appeal by the present respondents against an assessment under Schedule D 
upon £703 for the year 1899-1900 charged upon the profits of a restaurant 
carried on by them at Exeter Hall, Strand. The room where refreshments 
were sold was open to the public, and was usually closed at 8 p.m., but if 
the room, which was at the back of the building, was required for any 
special purpose by the association, it was closed as a restaurant. 

Ruvtey, J., held that this restaurant was conducted in such a way as to 
be liable to income tax, and followmg The Religious Tract and Book Society 
of Scotland v. Forbes (3 Tax. Cases 415), his judgment must be for the 
Crown. It was started and carried on according to the usual commercial 
principles with the object of profit, if that could be done consistently with 
the other objects of the association, except that if there was loss in the 
trading it was to be made up by subscriptions and donations. The object 
of the association was the improvement of tte spiritual, mental, social, and 
physical condition of young men, and the expenses were defrayed by the 
fees of those who attended the educational and other classes provided by the 
subscriptions and donations of the charitable public, and by 
the association. Having regard to the fact that the association was 
deserving of great consideration, he hoped the Crown would not ro for 

& le - Zs 


their costs. Judgment for the Crown accordingly.—CovnseL, 
Rowlatt ; Ryde. 


Kidley, J. 


Souicrrors, The Treasury Solicitor; Frank A. Graham. 
[Reported by Erskine Rep, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.} 





Solicitors’? Cases. 
Re JAMES BRIGGS & SON. C.A. No.1. 18th May. 


Soricrror—Costs — Taxation—ActTion tN Mayor’s Cournt—Orper Givixe 
SvccessruL Party Costs on Hicuer Scate—Souricrror ror Unsvccessrcun 
Party Detivertne Brit or Costs—Scate. or Taxatrion—Mayor’s Cover 
Russ (Fres anp Costs), 1890, r. 13. 


Appeal from an order of Phillimore, J., at chambers. An action was 
brought in the Mayor’s Court against Messrs. Tewson, Son, & Meeks to 
recover a sum of £40, and the plaintiff in that action recovered judgment 
for that amount. The judge at the trial made an order under rule 13 of 
the Mayor’s Court Rules (Fees and Costs), 1890, giving the plaintiff costs 
upon the scale applicable where the amount recovered was £50 or over. There 
are three scales of costs in the Mayor’s Court—namely, where the sum 
recovered (in the case of a successful plaintiff) or claimed (in the case of a 
successful defendant) is (1) under £20; (2) £20 and under £50; 
£50 and above. In thi i & Son 
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this action Messrs. Briggs 
solicitors for Messrs. Tewson, Son, & Meeks, and they had also ac 
them in other matters relating to conveyancing, &c. Messrs. 
Son delivered to their clients, Messrs. Tewson, Son, & Meeks, a 
bill of costs, which included their costs of the action in the 
Court. The clients obtained a common order in the High Court to tax 
bill under section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843. The master taxed 
t of the bill which related to the costs of the action in the 
urt on the scale applicable to cases where £50 or over was claimed. 
clients carried in objections to the taxation, upon the ground that, as 
amount claimed in the action was under £50, the costs should be 
upon the scale applicable to the amount so claimed, and that by 
express words of rule 13 of the Mayor’s Court Rules (Fees 
and Costs), 1890, the judge had only power to give costs on the 
higher scale to the p vered, or to the defendant 
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aintiff who reco 
who successfully defended the action, which was not the present case, and 
that the master was therefore wrong. The master in his answer stated the 
order of the judge of the Mayor's Court to tax the costs as between party 
and party on the higher scale must also, in his opinion, apply to the costs 
as between the parties and their own solicitors. He refused to 
review his taxation. Phillimore, J., refused to order the -master to 
review the taxation. Messrs. Tewson, Son, & Meeks appealed. By rule 13 
of the Mayor's Court Rules (Fees and Costs), 1890; ‘‘ It shall be in the 
power of the judge of the court to award costs on a 
plaintiff on any amount recovered, however small, or 
who successfully defends an action t for any 
small, provided the said judge certify that the action involved some novel 
or difficult point of law, or the question li 
to some class or body of 8, or of 

Tux Covrr (Coitins, M.R, and Marnew, ) 
holding that the effect of the order of the judge of the Mayor's 
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to.take the whole action for all p out of the lower scale and 
place it in the higher scale, and that therefore when the taxing-master 
to tax the costs he had to deal with the action as one in which a sum 
£50 or over was claimed.—CounseL, J. B. Matthews; G. F. Hohler. 
LIcITORS, Owen B. Thomas ; Briggs § Son. 

| Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Law Societies. 


Shropshire Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held on the 17th of April. 
There were t Mr. P. H. Minshall (president), Mr. R. A. Craig (vice- 
president), . H. J. Osborne (hon. treasurer), Mr. J. H. Sprott, Mr. 
S. M. Morris, Mr. E. B. Potts, Mr. C. Payne, Mr. H. W. Hughes, Mr. 
F. H, Potts, Mr. G. H. Morgan, Mr. E. C, Peele, and Mr. R. T. Hughes 
(hon, secretary). 

The report for the past year was read and considered, and Mr. H. J. 
Osborne proposed that the same be received and adopted, Mr. W. M. 
How seconded the resolution, which was carried unanimously. 

The Hon, Treasurer’s statement of accounts was also read and adopted. 

The President, in the course of his address, said: While we have a good 
many of the solicitors of the county members of our society, we by no 
means have them all, and I have on various occasions asked different 
solicitors not yet members to join us, and have received the 
answer ‘‘What is the good of joining the society? I do not see 
what itis to join!”’ I think it is just as well, therefore, for us 
to ourselyes sometimes what answer we should give to those 
solicitors who raise these objections to joining us. No doubt 
many reasons will suggest themselves to some of you which I do not 
mention. For a long time I asked myself the same question in regard to 
the Incorporated Law Society, and satisfied myself that there was no 
sufficient reason for joining that society, so much so, that although I have 
been in practice for a considerable number of years it is only recently that 
T have become a member of that society. Why have I done so? I may 
mention some of the reasons which induced me to do so, as they may hel 
to induce some solicitors to join us. I am not afraid of being Guenit 
with thinking too highly of our branch of the profession, but I say 
distinctly that the opinion of practising solicitors, opinions formed from a 
personal knowledge of the working of an Act of Parliament, or the 
administration of the law in various branches, opinions formed from our practi- 
cal acquaintance with the circumstances and matters of businessof everyday 
occurrence, arising from the fact that we come into direct contact with the 

for whose benefit laws are made, are cf infinitely more value as a 
for improving the administration of any law, or shewing defects in 
and suggesting improvements to any Act of Parliament, than the opinion 
mere theorists, even occupying the high position of a Lord Chancellor. 
say that in holding the opinion that it is undesirable at present to 
the Land Transfer Act, we are studying the interest of the public, 
e are confident that in the vast majority of conveyancing cases 
country, atany rate, the effect of that Act would be to increase the 
and not to make the transfer of property easier or cheaper. We feel 
our opinion on this subject is of far more worth than that of our 
Lord Chancellor, and we repudiate as strongly as we can his allega- 
that the “tardy success” of the Land Transfer Act is due to ‘‘the 
interested opposition of those to whom the old system is so valuable.” 
At any rate the opinion that it is not desirable at the present time to extend 

p at Act is not the opinion of the | profession only. Ata 
conference of oe and property owners held in Leeds last May, it was 
oo eg a resolved that the operation of the Act should not be extended 
ion whether it had failed or succeeded in London. The 
Northamptonshire County Council refused to adopt it without 
further information. An influential meeting at the Guildhall, 
London, also came to the unanimous conclusion that an inquiry was 
imperatively called for. We cannot think that there is any sufficient 
reason for the Government to refuse an inquiry. But we can only make 
our voices heard and our influence felt by acting through a strong body. 
Uniity is strength. The voice of individual members of our profession 
will carry no weight, but the “‘ focussed and concentrated ” opinion of our 
of the profession will have influence. We can only get this 

“* focussed and concentrated ”’ — by means of one large Law Society 
representing the opinions and feelings of solicitors all over the country, 
the necessity for the Incorporated Law Society or some society of 

And it necessarily follows that the opinion of country solicitors 
represented on that society, therefore country solicitors should 
But there again the opinion of individual solicitors may not carry 
weight, while the ‘‘ focussed and concentrated” opinion of country 
speaking through their local socicties will. I think, therefore, 
central society ought to have representative members as well as 
individual members. But ces are different in different parts of 
, and between large towns and country places, so that the 
central society cannot with advantage discuss ceftain matters, yet our local 
societies can suggest, al h they cannot do more, on such matters as 
the scale of costs appli Of course until all 
Then we 
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often their secrets, and therefore the necessity 
maintaining a bigh standard in regard to our conduct. Unfortunatel 
we are now and again reminded that even into our profession ‘‘ blac 
” enter, and it is to the interests of the public as well as our 





own interest that there shall be some corporate body to see that 
the necessary discipline is put into force in these cases. Moreover, 
I feel personally that when one knows that he is not an isolated 
individual, but the member of a large body, a certain feeling 
of brotherhood, a certain esprit de corps is created, which, in 
many cases, at any rate, will help to regulate the conduct of a 
Then, as an instance of what the Incorporated Law Society does for the 
profession, there is the case of New-inn. At the society’s instance the 
Attorney-General brought an action against the Principal and Ancients’ of 
New-inn to obtain a declaration that the property was subject to a trust 
for charitable purposes. This action was compromised with the result 
that £55,000 was set aside for perposes of a scheme of legal education. |] 
venture to think that if there had not been an Incorporated Law Society 
or other similar body no action would have been taken in this matter. The 
scheme has not yet been settled. The idea is, however, that this m 
and £45,000 from the sale of Clifford’s-inn may be used to establish 9 
great School of Law in London. 

It was proposed by Mr. R. A. Craig and seconded by Mr. G. H. Morgan 
“That the president, vice-president, treasurer, and secretary be appointed 
a deputation to attend the annual provincial meeting of the Incorporated 
Law Society,’’ in accordance with the practice of several other societies, 
Carried unanimously. 

The following officers were elected: President, Mr. P. H. Minshall; 
vice-president, Mr. R. A. Craig; hon. treasurer, Mr. H. J. Osborne ; hon, 
secretary and librarian, Mr. R. T. Hughes; committee, Mr. W. M. How, 
Mr. G. H. Morgan, and Mr. H. R. Giles. 

A vote of thanks was accorded to the president, Mr. P. H. Minshall, also 
to those officers who had served during the past year. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The society now consists of eighty members and two 
associates. Four new members have been elected since the last annual 
meeting. 

Associated Provincial Law Societies.—These societies at a recent meeting, 
attended by a representative of this society, approved a proposal to make 
provision for service of summonses and notices by prepaid registered 
in District Registry actions. The County Courts Jurisdiction Extension 
Bill was also approved of by the societies. As it now stands it extends the 
jurisdiction of the courts to £100, and the registrar’s jurisdiction from £2 
to £5. A petition signed by your president, in support of the Bill, has 
has been sent to Sir Albert Rollit, M.P., who, with Sir Henry Fowler, 
introduced it. It is also strongly supported by commercial associations. 

The Prevention of Corruption Bill which has since passed the House of 
Lords [this Bill.has now passed the second reading in the House of 
Commons] was also discussed, and arrangements made to actin co-opera- 
tion with the Incorporated Law Society with regard toit. The clauses 
affecting commission on insurance premiums, making evidence of customs 
in certain cases inadmissible, and throwing the burden of proof that gifts 
are not taken corruptly on the accused, being considered very objectio able, 
your committee will watch this measure very carefully. 

The societies also considered a Bill promoted by the Incorporated Law 
Society entitled ‘‘A Bill to prohibit certain restrictions relating to Sales or 
Leases of Land.’”’ The object of it is to avoid conditions restricting the 
right of a purchaser to employ his own solicitor to prepare conveyances 
other instruments of transfer or assignments of leases or underleases, The 
Bill was generally approved of, but eventually adjourned for further con- 
sideration. In connection with this subject reference was made to the 
practice of vendors offering conveyances free of costs, or for a sma'l fee to 
purchasers, on sales of property, and it was considered that the practi= 
was very undesirable. This practice -has been previously strongly con- 
demned by your committee. 








Mr. Choate on the Supreme Court 
of the United States 


We delayed giving a report of the address delivered by Mr. Choate as 
president of the Social and Political Education League, on the 13th inst,, 
at University College, in the hope of obtaining a complete report. We 
understand, however, that its publication in full is reserved for an 
American periodical, and we must content ourselves with the following 
summary, mainly derived from the Times report. 

Mr. Cuoaty, in opening his address, remarked that the Supreme Court 
was a cardinal feature of the United States Federal Government. It was 
created by the Federal Convention of 1787, which was composed mainly 
of lawyers, but was presided over by Washington and advised by 
Franklin. This work was finished in four months of secret session at 
Philadelphia. The problem was to create a national government 
embracing the whole territory, which should. at the same time leave 
untouched and undiminished the complete control by each State of al) its 
internal and domestic affairs, It wasto “‘ establish justice ”’ for the people 
of the United States that the Federal Judiciary with the Supreme Court 
at ite head was created. On Congress was conferred lvgislative power 
over eighteen enumerated subjects, such as federal taxation, the borrowing 
of money, foreign commer. e, coinage, declaration of war, the maintenance 
of an army and navy. The Federal Constitution was supreme ; the treaties 
made and the laws passed by Congress under its authority constituted the 


law of the land, and this was the key of the dual system of the Uni 
States, as the omnipotence of Parliament was the key of the British Oon- 
stitution. Hut the Federal Giovernment was only supreme in its own 
It was not omnipotent in other matters, and by the 
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amendment, passed after the adoption of the Constitution, it was 
provided that the powers not delegated to the United 

States by the Constitution, were reserved to the several States or to the 
. But by what magical force had each power, State and Federal, 
an within its own limits? This and a thousand similar questions 
were answered by pointing to the Supreme Court and to the Federal 
Courts inferior to it in which the judicial power of the United States 
was vested—a power co-ordinate and co-extensfve with the Executive 
and Legislature The Supreme Court was the final judge of the 
validity of all laws passed by Congress or by the Legislature of each of the 
forty-five States. It and the Federal Courts were the vehicle by which 
the jadicial power of the United Stat+s was carried through the whole of 
that vast territory. The judges held office during good behaviour, and 
could only be removed by impeachment. The Supreme Court bad original 
jurisdiction only in cases affecting ambassadurs, public ministers, and 
consuls, and those in which a State should be a party. The first branch 
of this original power had seldom been invoked, but frequently a great State 
had been brought to the bar of the court by another State to settle 
boundary disputes, and its decree had always been submitted to. In all 
other matters its jurisdiction was only appellate. But there was no control 
over the President, Congress, or Legislatures, and no jurisdiction to pro- 
nounce any State or Federal statute void because irreconcilable with the 
Constitution, except when the occasion arose to adjust the legal rights of 
actual litigants. The Supreme Court discharged none but judicial duties, and 
in 1793 declined to comply with the request of President Washington to 
ive its opinion on the construction of the treaty with France of 1778. 
for would it give a hearing to a fictitious or collusive case contrived to 
raisé the question of the validity of a statute. The Federal judiciary, too, 
steadily refrained from interference with politics, with the executive powers 
of the President, with the justice or expediency of icular measures 
dealing with aliens. In short, it set an example to all other departments 
in minding its own business. But in cases which actually arose its func- 
tion was to test the validity of State laws and constitutions and of Federal 
statutes and the legality of the acts of State and Federal officers. A fruitful 
source of business arose from the power of Congress to regulate commerce 
with foreign nations and between the States. In giving effect to this 
power the court declared invalid a statute of the State of New York which 
sought to bestow on Robert Fulton the monopoly of navigating by fire or 
steam all the waters within the jurisdiction of the State. The influence of 
the court in maintaining the faith of treaties was shewn with respect to the 
Treaty of Peace with Great Britain in 1783, and even against John 
Marshall himself it gave effect to the treaty by enforcing the claims of 
British creditors. The most striking illustration, perhaps, of the court’s 
power to declare even Acts of Congress invalid was the celebrated income 
taxcase. In 1894 Congress had passed a general revenue law, and a majority 
of the court declared the income tax therein proposed to have been uncon- 
stitutionally levied. After the abolition of slavery the court affirmed the 
principle that no distinction could be made by any State in the application 
ofthe laws in respect of race or colour. But the court had always been as 
slicitous to give effect to the rights of the several States as to restrict them 
Within due limits; but its cardinal and wholesome rule had been, not to 
— either State or Federal law invalid on constitutional groundsexcept 
clear cases of violation of the constitution. The presumption was always 
in favour of the validity of a statute. It spoke volumes for the wisdom and 
caution of the court that in so great a mass of State legislation, much of it 
crude and undigestei, it had not been found necessary to exercise its 
}0wer much more frequently. It was, indeed, wonderful that a written 
vnstitution, under conditions of such unexampled national expansion, had 
not only borne the strain, but had, like the hide of an animal, gruwn 
with the national growth. The credit of this achievement was due in no 
small degree to the masterly manner in which the Supreme Court had 
exercised its functions. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. W. H. Marr, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. W. H. Martin & Co., 
of 15, King-street, Guildhall, London, has been appointed a Commissioner 
of the Supreme Court of the’ Transvaal for the examination of witnesses 
and to take affidavits in all suits depending in that court. 


Information Wanted 


Joux Perrin, deceased.—Anyone having possession of, or knowing of 
the existence of, a Will cmeoneek by the deceased Mr. John Petrie, late of 
the Gresham Hotel, Upper Sackville-street, Dublin, and formerly Assistant 

tary Life Association of Scotland, Dublin, who died at Bournemouth, 
®@17th April last, is requested to communicate with Messrs, Hunter & 
, solicitors, 50, Dame-street, Publin, or Messrs, Allan & Black, 

, Elgin, Scotland, agents of the next-of-kin of deceased. 


Changes in Partnerships. 


Mr. Evwanv Hriper, solicitor, of 36, Jermyn-street, St. James's, 

» has amalgamated his practice with that of Mesars. Thompson & 

» Who have for some years past carried on tice at 88, Jermyn- 
under the style of Hisdel & Thompson, e style of the new 


Wil be Hilder; Thompson, & Dunn, and they will practise as from the Ist 
tf May, 1903, at the above address, 





Mr. Ricnarp Cxarves Jessen, solicitor, has been admitted as a partner 
to the firm of Marlow & Marten, solicitors, of Walsalt, and the business 
will henceforth be carried on at the same address under the style of 
Marlow, Marten, & Jesson. 





General. 


It is announced that the Lord Chief Justice will remain in London during 
the whole of the ensuing Trivity sittings, as he has arranged not to goon 
circuit at the Summer Assizes. 

Mr. Justice Baines, says the Times, is suffering from sleeplessness 
cau-ed by influenza. As so n as he is convalescent he will leave town, and 
he will not resume his judicial duties for some time. 

On Tuesday, at the Central Criminal Court, the Hon. Sir Fredefick 
Darley, Chier Justice of the Supreme Court of New South Wales, and 
Lieutenant-Governor of the State, occupied a seat on the bench. 


In the House of Lords, on the 14th inst., the Lord Chancellor presented.a 
Bill to amend the law relating to justices of the peace — aoe to 
residence and the removal of ex officio officers. The Bill was a first 

His Royal Highness the Duke of a, K.G., has accepted an- 
invitation to dine with the treasurer (Mr. ward Dicey, C.B.) and 
— of Gray’s-inn on Great Grand Day of Trinity Term, the 10th of: 

une. 

Grantham and Phillimore, JJ.,; have fixed the following commission days 
for the Summer Assizes on the North-Eastern Circuit : Newcastle, Monday, 
July 6; Durham, Monday, July 13; York, Tuesday, July 21; Leeds, 
Saturday, July 25. 

On Tuesday Mr. Onesimus Smartt Bartlett, solicitor, of Paignton, 
Devonshire, was charged before the Newton Abbot magistrates with 
misappropriating £175, the money of Mrs. Jewell, widow, of Brixham, 
The accused, who was remanded on bail, was, says the Daily Mail, untif 
recently town clerk of Dartmouth and clerk to the Paignton justices. 

The following members of the Central Criminal Court Bar Mess have been 
appointed a committee to consider the Poor Prisoners’ Defénce Bill now 
before Parliament, viz.: Mr. Charles Mathews (chairman), Mr. R. D. 
Muir, Mr. A. H. Bodkin, Mr. A. E} Gill, Mr. J. F. Torr, Mr. &. Dram- 
mond, Mr. G. Elliott, Mr. E. Partridge, Mr. A. H. Hutton, Mr. Travers 
Humphreys, Mr. T. E. Morris, Mr. P. Clarke, Mr. P. Grain, and Mr. H. 
Curtis Bennett. : 

The annual dinner of the past and present members of the General 
Council of the Bar was held at the Grand Hotel on Wednesday, when the 
Lord Chancellor and Sir Kenneth Muir Muckenzie, K.C , were the 

Cozens: ifmey, 


of the evening. Among those present were Lord Justice - 

Mr. Justice Byrne, Mr. Justice Channell, Mr. Justice 4 
Mr. Justice Walton, the Attorney-General, oy Aen A. K.C., 
the Common Serjeant of London, Sir Edward , K.C., many 


past and present members of the Council. 


buildiug for the accommodation of the Supreme Court of the United 
States, says the American Law Review, is one introduced in the House of 
Representatives by Mr. Mercer, referred to a committee, amended in 
several particulars, and ordered tO be printed. It provides for the 
condemnation or purchase of three squares of ground situated to the north 
of the Capitol aud to the east of the Congressional Library, for the erection 
of a fireproof building ‘‘ for the accommodation of the Su Court of 
the United States, the Department of Justice, the Nati Law: Library, 
and International Commissions or Congresses.”’ 

Lord Alverstone, says the St. James's Gazette, has been 
friends by bee conty sisting, whi canes Sve. Calient-s Suet 
and meeting before the time arrived for him to commence his duties at the 
Law Courts. As a matter of fact, it is a characteristic of the Lord Chief 
Justice. Juniors at the bar used to shudder at the thought of a consulta- 
tion with him. One such asked at what hour fin the morning he should 
call to discuss a certain brief. ‘‘ Half-past six sharp,”’ was the staggering 
reply. And half-past six it had to be. Lord Alverstone used to take in 
hand the particulars of a case at that hour in the morning, and by the time 
the court opened he had mas’ered all the details, much to the disadvantage 
of the other side. 
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out that it was nearly an acre 
upon it, including the historic hall, produced a 
,550 per annum. Cliff: rd's was the oldest of the Chancery inns, and 
dated back to about 1310. The present hall was built in 1767, and the 
existing houses were erected during the seventeenth century, It was 
in’ to note that Sonthay, Crt SeleitGe, cad See aD 
frequented the inn. Pro ee gy een 
sid the important t occupied between Chancery- 
Fetter- nen nay cditien taraeaien ae 
premises. ‘The Record Office was ean Sor oy om 
and in case of an extension of that building the purchaser of the 
have the opportunity of a deal with the Government, The easienee 
further stated that the carving in one of the rooms was reserved, 
suggested that the was Worth £150,000, The first bid, however, 
was one £100,000, le by Mr. W. Willett, who, as. there was no advance 
on this figure, became the purchaser. 
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- An amusing incident, says the Westminster Gazette, occurred on Sunday 
in Lincoln’s-inn Chapel. Morning service was proceeding, and the Second 
Lesson had just been reached, when the fluttering of skirts atthe door heralded 
the arrival of Archdeacon Sinclair in full ecclesiastical raiment. Walking 
in due state up the aisle, he found a seat within the altar-rails, and no 
doubt began to meditate upon his forthcoming sermon. Fortunately Pro- 
fessor Beeching, who was officiating, knew that the Archdeacon had been 
announced to preach in Gray’s-inn Chapel, and, concluding that his 
unexpected visitor believed himself to be in that place of worship, 

uainted him of his error. A cab was hurriedly called, and the strayed 
deacon was despatched to his anxious congregation. 


:On the 15th inst,, stys the Times, an adjourned sitting was held for the 
public examination of Mr. George Daniel Starkley Olivant, solicitor, who 
was adjudicated a bankrupt on the 10th of February last, having carried on 
business at Sidcup, Kent, and 19, Eastcheap, E.C. The bankrupt attributed 
his failure to losses through building speculations, and to his omission to 
keep proper books ofaccount. This omission, he asserted, caused him to be 
ignorant of his financial position and to live beyond his means . According 
to a draft statement of the bankrupt’s affairs, the liabilities amounted to 
£56,324 10s. 1d.; of which £29,684 5s. 9d. was expected to ravk, and 
assets £11,240 15s. 7d. The bankrupt did not attend the sitting. Mr. 
Registrar Brougham said that, as the bankrupt was not present and 
no excuse was given for his absence, the examination would be adjourned 
sine die. 


*‘ What is the proper style of the Dean of Arches,’’ asks the London 
correspondent of the Manchester Guardian. ‘The Church press seems 
quite nonplussed. Reporting that gentleman’s speech in the proceedings 
of the Canterbury House of Laymen, the Guardian calls him ‘ Chancellor 
Dibdin,’ the Church Times ‘Judge Dibdin,’ and the Record ‘Mr. Dibdin.’ 
I suggest that they are all wrong. The Dean of the Arches cannot hold a 
diocesan chancellorship. The only class entitled to the very American 
prefix ‘judge’ are the county court judges, and that only since a Royal 
warrant of 1884. As a D.C.L. of Durham Dr. Dibdin is entitled to be 
called ‘Doctor.’ His full official style is ‘The Right Worshipful Dr. 
Dibdin, K.C.’ Dr. Lushington was a Privy Councillor and judge of the 
Admiralty when lie held the Deanery of the Arches. He was always 
spoken of as Dr. Lushington.”’ 


- On Tuesday, in the House of Lorde, the Earl of Lytton moved the second 
ing ofthe Musical Copyright Bill, which he said was intended to remedy 
the defects found in the Musical (Summary Proceedings) Copyright Act, 
1902. In the form in which the Act of last year was first introduced by 
Lord Monkewell it would, he believed, have gone a Jong way to put an end 
to the sale of pirated copies of music, but, unfortunately, the noble lord, 
to secure the passage of his Bill into law, had to sacrifice certain clauses, 
so that it became a shadow with very little substance ; and the result was 
that there had been an enormous increase in the repertoire and number of 
Pirated copies of music printed and offered for sale. It was found that 
the confiscation of a few copies which the hawker was only selling as 
agent for some one else, and which, if seized, he did not pay for, was no 
deterrent to the hawker. The Lord Chancellor said he did not think there 
was any objection to the second reading of this Bill, though the noble 
earl must be prepared for some amendments, not necessarily of substance, 
in Committee. e Bill was read a second time. 


A Select Committee of the House of Commons sat on the 14th inst. to 
hear evidence relating to the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Bill. Mr. W. R. 
Bousfield. presided. The Solicitor-General for Scotland, says the Times, 
gave evidence describing une in Scotland, where a prisoner, if not 
able to pay for it, is treated as a poor prisoner and entitled to legal 
assistance. - = the a worked py tape sf and he did not think 
an equally fair trial cou od Sager ap the system of poor agent and 
counsel ini Scotland were abolished. A prisoner, however Sule, Goule not 
do justice to himself as a trained lawyer could. He did not think he had 
ever known of a case where a man able to pay for professional assistance 
did not pay for it. Sir Harry Poland, K.C., expressed the view that a 
maga got real justice without having a solicitor and counsel assigned to 

He thought it very undesirable that a prisoner should have counsel 
aesigned to him for the purposes of defence when there was no solicitor to 
take up the case. It was wrong for a couns-] to undertake the defence 
unless he knew the circumstances the prisoner wanted put forward in 
defence. Su he told his counsel that the prosecutor was telling a 
falsehood, the counsel cross-examined the prosecutor as to credit, and it 
turned out that the tor was telling the truth, the attack would recoil on 
the prisoner and do him more harm than good. In order t» provide for 
the real defence of a prisoner, there ought to be a solicitor to prepare it. 
The Chairman: Your view is, on the whole, that the present system 
tnder which the judge has to take up the defence of a prisoner 
who has not means works better than supplying him with counsel and 
solicitor ?—I think it answers very well indeed. The witness took the 
ee ae and convicted at the County of London Sessions and 
the minal Court, and submitted that an analysis of the figures 
shewed that eo epiiens care was taken by the judges, and that a prisoner 
was not convicted unless the evidence against him was overwhelming. In 
behalf of all his brethren at the bar, he claimed that every person in charge 
of s prosecution conducted it fairly and honourably and would -rather 

himself if he did not bring out facts favourable to the prisoner. 

At the same time, he admitted that to an innocent prisoner an experienced 

cotmsel and solicitor were of vital moment. Therefore while he was 

em  ageny system proposed to be set up by the Bill, and thought it 

e, he was in favour, in special cases, of having prisoners who 

Were without means defended. The witness was still under examination 
when the committee adjourned. 





—————. 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF ReorsTrars IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Date Emercexcy AppEAL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: TA. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Byrvg, 
Monday, May 25 Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey Mr. Carrington Mr. Theed 
Tuesday ........0+ - 26 Church R. Leach Beal Ww. 
Wednesday ...... 27 Farmer Godfrey Carrington Theed 
Thursday ......... 28 Kin R. Leach Beal W. Leach 
IED cesivicvasbvesetes 29 Ww. Leach Godfrey Carrington Theed 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FaRrweELy. Buck.ey. JOYCE. Swinrew Eapy, 
Monday, May ...... 2% Mr. King Mr. Church Mr. Jackson Mr. Beal 
Tuesday . ...... 26 Farmer Greswell Pemberton Carrington 
Wednesday in; Church Jackson R. Leaclf 
Thursday ... .... = Farmer Greswell Pemberton Godfrey 
EE King Church Jackson Pemberton 


The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 30th day of May, and terminate 
on Tuesday, 2nd day of June, 1903, both days inclusive, 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


May 26.—Mr. Freperick WaArmMAN, at the Mart, at 2:—Hornsey: Freehold Estate, seven 
high-class residences, 1 to 7, Coun, and range of stabling, with building 
land ; frontages of 1,260ft. to main High-street, Campsbourne ; rental £607 per annum. 
Solicitor, W. Shepley Ash, Esq., London. (See advertisement, May 16, p. 3.) 


Results of Saks 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caanrievp, at their Property Auction held at the Mart, E.C., on 
ewe pana last, were successful in disposing of the following properties at the prices 
named :— 

KENTISH TOWN.—Leasehold Ground-rents amounting to £54 per annum, secured 
upon 12 houses in Marsden-street and St. Leonard’s-square ... os oon «Sold £760, 

ENFIELD, “ THE FIRS,” BUSH HILL PARK.—A Frechold Residential Property 
with stabling and about three quarters of an acre of garden and grounds, Sold £2,500. 

Reversion, Lire Pouicizs, anp DeBENTORES. 

The same firm also held their Fortnightly Sale (No. 739) of the above Interests at the 
Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the majority of the lots offered were sold. The total 
realized being £5 £82. 

ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS: £ 
Ab-olute to One-quarter of £8,337 7s. 8d.; life46 —... a ... Bold 700 
Absolute to about One-sixth of £17,424; life 50. Also Share of 


Surp.us Income, &c. s om ma » 2,800 
Absolute to One-eighth of £14,000 ; life 62 aa ee sae ae . 2» 
Absolute to Freehoids near East Dereham, Norfolk, producing £60 

t annum ; life 75 yan Abe ee he jo a 550 


pe 
LIFE POLICIES: 
For £750 with profits ; life 63 eee oes gee os ove ie 465 


Fully paid for £595; Jife 59 ... a“ oa an ae -m 410 
DEBENTURES: £900 6 per Cent. Debenture Stock in the Saccharin 
Corporation (Limited) ... BS % 767 


: J a Stem” 

Messrs. Garrett, Wuite, & Potasp sold, at the Mart, on the 14th inst., Nos. 246 and 
248, Regent-street, occupying a prominent corner position on the east side of the thoroughfare 
and in the same block as Messrs. Peter Robinson & Co. The leases are held direct from 
the Crown Authorities for an unexpired term of 15 years at a‘ ground-rent of £150 per 
annum, for £14,050.—A City Freehold, one door from Fleet-street, let at £140 per annum, 
for £4,600; and another Freehold in Wigmore-street, Caven‘ish-square, let on lease at 
£325 per annum, for £5,800. Total result of sale £24,450. 

Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold, at the Mart, on Thursday, Six Leasecholds in Swaton- 
road, Bow, for £1,680; and Houses in Wendon-street, Bow, £1,170 ; Four Short Leaseholds 
on the Mercers’ Estate, aw, £1,040; and a Freehold House in Whitechapel, £720. 
Other properties realized made the total £5,500. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazete.—Fuipay, May 15. 
JOINT STOCK COM ANIES. 

*  Liurrep m CHancery. 

Asaanti anv Gop Coast Pionzens, Limitep (1x Liguiparion)—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 30, to send in their names and , and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to George Thomas Broadbridge, Norfolk House, Laurence Pountney hill 

Burton, Brine, & Reap, Lintrep —Creditors are required, on or before June 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert James 
Wand, 2, Clement’s inn. Ward & Co, Gracechurch st, solors for liquidator 


) Cueckueaton Duis Hatt Co, Linmep—Creditors are required, on or before June 2, to 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Bramwell Hartley, Cliff House, Cleckheaton. Cadman & Co, Cleckheaton, solors for 
liquidator 

Ciwton’s Got Concessions, Luurep; Atome Mines, Liurep; Baksoso Mixe, Linirep 

Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their names and addresses, and 

the particulars of their debts or claims, to G Thomas Broadbridge, Norfolk House, 
Laurence Pountney hill. Spyer & Sons, solors for liquidator 

Comrscsiz GéytaaLty pes AspuaLtes DE France, Limitep—Creditors are requ. <e8 
before June 26, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or 
at, to James A, Scott 19, Coleman st. Phelps & Co, Aldermanbury, solors for 
iqguidator 

CunamaLax Layp Co, Linsrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulirs of their debts or glaims, to Hon Francis Henry 
Baring, 8, Bishopsgate Within. Norton & Co 

Eaotessuen (Avones Vex) Coutimay Co $Limtten —Petn for winding up, presented May 
12, directed to be heard May 26. Metcalfe & Sharpe, Chancery In, for bey wm} 
Swansea, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 25 

Exviesspa Syxvicats, Linrrey (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 0, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Gec Thomas Broadinidge, Norfolk House, Laurence Pountney hill 

Fixoats Keers Extexoey, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or bfore June 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and the parciculars of their debts or claims, to David 
Lumsden, 2, Copthall av r 

Gow Keratys Finance axv Contarcr.Conronation, Liarrnv —Creditors are required, 00 
or before June 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their deble 
or Claims, to Claude Audain, 21, Gt Winchester street 
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Baik Sroxz Co, Luourep (1x Votunrary LiquipatTion)—Creditors are 
ease on or before June 2%, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35+ 
debts or claims, to Messrs. Spencer Whittaker and Henry Taylor, Grane rd Siding, Sits odGkaed 
Laneaster. Sharples & Son, Accrington, solors for liquidators Last Day 
Juste Byeaavito Stuicinc Gotp Mixixe Co, Lanrree— Cnniiiens 0% required, on London Gasette.—Tusspar, May 12. 
before June 1, their names and addresses, and ad pean : of "their debts or Autey, Taomas, Sunderland Green, Chester, Farmer Jane 12 Wolter’, Minchenter 
diaims, to Lionel Fairfax Goodricke, Moorgate Station chm! Asquita, Ecizasstu, Soath Shore, Blackpool June8 Huntriss, Halifax 
, Limited (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before | Borrertti, Witiiam, Kingston upon Hull, Architect July 15. Grimshaw, Hull 
Most Maccoum Mines. , Kings pon Hull, aly Ww, 
dune 20, to send their names ane tee Ties the patinlar of thei debts or claims, | Ba xcg, Fanvenick, Barking, Beerhouse Keeper July1 Bodman, Lancaster pl, Strand 
to George Bartscos, Isape.va, Starbotton, Yorks June5 Brown. & Wood, Skipton 
cond MANUFACTURING Co, Luurep (in VoiunTary Jeepnemen) — Cooter 
‘on or before June 10, to send their names and the pene om Hoe of | Caurpett, Ropert ALLax, Newcastle upon Tyne, Doctor of Medicine June 30 Stobo & 
"sued, or claims, to George Gibson, 9, St James’ row, Sh a Gilson, Sheffield, Livingston, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Oe for liquidator Carcuester, Evizasets Juvia, Brighton June 13 Campbell & Parry, Jermyn it 
Rucxert, Satu, & Co, LamrrEp (in VotunTary Sewetanenen) -Ataaiase rs are required, on | Cr0sLanp, Jonatuan, Didsbury June 17 Makinson & Co, 
or before June 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts | Curren, Hauniorte Kare, South Limbath June 23 Ley & Vo, Carey st, Lincoln's ian 
orclaims, to Herbert . pte 9, dogs aa dais mye Dean, Saran, Wordsley, Staffs May 30 Hinds, 
7, Fescott, Evans, eMITED rs are required, on or before June 18, to send | nexsox, JouxaTax, Cambridge, Market Gardener Juae 13 Symonds, Cambridge 
pames and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mortimer Lan- Exouanp, Canotixe, Bristol June 30 W. bh 


Ironmonger In. Kimber & Co, Watling st, solors for liquidator 
-™. Faraar, ww Rev Faepraick Wicca, Canterbury June 24 Fisher & Fisher, Old Queen 
st, Westminster 





London Gazette.—Tuxspay, May 19. . 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. Goupsack, Josrra. Peckham Jane 24 Goldsack, Brockley : 
. . Hickman, Saran Anne, Aintree, Liverpool June 23 Berry & Co, Liverpool 
Lure 1x Caancerr. — Jackson, AtBeat Scurrievp, Cardiff, Engineer June 18 Moxon & Lean, Cardiff 
Srupuam Co-orgeative Society, LimiteD itors are wanted, on or TAN i 

"ine Sune 13, 0 wend theic nas and address, and the particulars of their debts and | 04°” General auvoure Krrsoor, Paris, June 18, Norton & Oo, Old Broads 

daims, to William Kay, Guildhall rd, Northam Lamina, Frances Jeremy, St Pierre, Biarritz, France June 8 Evans & Co, Nicholas In, 
Hisuxapes Corres Taverw Co, Limtrep —Creditors are required, on or before June 25, Lombard 


st 
to send their names and addresses, and the aon iculars of their debts or claims; to Ervin Lawrorp, Arcarsacp Durr, oe June 30 Poll ck & Co, Lincolm inn fields 
Ruseell, Regent st, Haslingden. Whitaker ibbert, Haslingden, solors to liquidator Lewpoy, Fanny, Beckenham June 8 row 


Lendon, 
Matcoum, Saran, Bushire, P-rsia June 15 Stevens & Drayton, Queen Victoria st 
emery eee See —S for omen _ "Notice of appearing ius pe Mansuatt, Francis Carr, Newcastleon Tyne, Eaginsee Jane2t Wilkinson & Marshall, 


the above-named not later than 6 o Sotoek i in the afternoon of May 25 Masox, owenstie on Tyas oq June 20 Kearsey & Co, Od Jewry 

{ Mixarp, Ricuarp, Beckenham June 24 Marshall & Liddle, Anerley 

,E.C., —_—— + eat Southsea " vig 3 1 : ae? _— 

ices ULLER, HLENDRIK, Rotterdam, H: Merchant Dann, Drapers’ gdos 
ne om Pecxett, Tuomas, Sheffield June 13 oun theloom & 


a Creditors’ Notices. Pein acy, Wesmagsee Pope Santee "dese at “nce” wil 








id £760, June 


Property 


2,5 ¥ Roserts, Pau, Birmingham May 23 Rowlands & 
a Under Estates in Chancery Sacer, Gzoncr, Rochdale June 13 orth & Worth, Rechdae 
Last Day or Cram. ; Saneee, Witiiam Freperick, Southall May 26 i 
sts at the Sovomons, ABRAHAM, Bushey, Herts, Cattle Dealer May 21 Coburn & | 2, Victoria st 
The total London Gasette.—Tursvay, May 19. Tartos,. Seer Watson, Earlstoke Park, Wilts June 30 Pollock & Co, Lincoln's inn 


Scrazast, Taomas, Sefton Park, Liverpool, Greengrocer June 19 Sutherst v Haslam, Tauriow, Erizasgetu, South Norwood June 23 Bramsdon & Childs, Portsmouth 
Kekewich, J Sephton, Castle st, Liverpool Witsox, Tuomas, Kildwick, Yorks June 3) Skipton, Yorks 

Tuc, Harry Ricwarp, South Hayling, Southampton, i June 16 Hall v Trigg, | Youve, Danxiet Ross, 8s. “Grappler,” London, Engineer June 11 Murray & Co, 
Kekewich, J Scotney, Westgate chmbrs, Wimcheste: Birchin In 











° TurysuLt, George Henry, Leeds, Watchmaker Leeds , Mpiiopew, Joux Georcs, Oldham May 2 at 11.30 Off 
Bankruptcy Notices. Pet bay "Ord May 1 ' regres rest 
Watxer, ALFRED Renn St Denys, Southam * es Nicwoisox, Matrruew, Walker, Northumberland, Painter 
London Gazette.—Frivay, May 15. Maker Southampton Pet et May 18 Ord May 23 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
C ORDERS. Watts, Samurt Tuomas,- Wadhurst, Sussex, 1 . 
RECEIVING Tunbridge Wells Pet May 11 Ord d May il Owes, Evan Joux, Ebenezer, Carnarvon, , Shopkeeper May 
Avonicu, Joun oncom, Praed st, Paddington, Hosier | Witsox, Grorce Roperr, Cleethorpes, Tailor Gt Grimsby 23 at 11.30 chmbrs, 
High Court Pet April 24 Ord May 12 Pet May 13 Ord May 13 Patmer, Eaxsest G, North Cheam, y, Financial Agent 
AsraistLe, WILLIAM mene, Salford, Baker Salford | Woop, Hersert Ceci, Walthamstow High Court Pet May 2% at12 34, Railway 
é Pet > 1 i nt 8 I on teatiien “a Pet May 12 Ord May 12 rom, oe yay Ricuarp, Hastings, W on = 
RKER, JouN, Bradfo' tu ere) Bradfo: y 25 % County Court Office, Camabeidge oa, 
May 11 Ord May il FIRST MEETINGS. 
Carnicoats, WILLIAM Henry, a. aes, Gardener | Atpricu, Joux Harsant, Praed st, Paddington, Hositr | Sno, Ricuap, Astley a Fruiterer May 23 
Nottingham Pet May 12 Ord May May 25 at 12 Beakrupeny Bdge, Carey st at 10.30 19, 
vel, £720, Dansy, G S Asupy, Paddington  icher st, Solicitor | Barker, Jony, Bradford. Merchant May 25at3 Off ae Matraew, upon Tyne, Grocer May 
High Court Pet Oct 27 Ord May P12 Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 23 at 11.30 Off Reo, 36, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Donxixc, Georct WILLIAM, Since, Builder | Baytey, Eowaxp, Fee Staffs, Ironmaster May 25 at 11 | Sree. ~~ Taomas, Bowes Park, Wood Green, 
Kidderminster Pet April 25 Ord May 12 Dailey Arms Hotel, Dadley Merchant 
Gusox, Wi.ttam, Dowlais, Glam, Police Car = 2 Waess, Rayleigh, Essex May 26 at 12 95, 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 ‘temple Temple ay 
Gowsr, Wittram Cnaries, Cherryhinton, Cambridge, | Cuaowick, — Rochdale, Butcher May 29 at 11.15 
Bootmaker Cambridge Pet Mayi13 Ord May 13 ‘Townhall, 
Hau, Wittiam Joseru, duxton, Derby Stockport Pet | Cuarx, Rosert, Meopham, Kent, Builder May 25 at 12 


May il Ord May 1i 115, ¥ 
Joxes, Epw — Horace, Sean, Grocer Colchester | CLaraicoats, WILLIAM 5 ae, Pee 
Pet May 13 Ord May 1 May 25 at 12 Off Reo, 4, Castle ir cttinghens 
; Joxes, Evan, Abergwyai, Glam, Coal Miner Neath Pet’! Darsy, G8 Asusy, st, r st, Solicitor May oR, 
re: April24 Ord May 12 26 at 12 ay yb ga, Carey st May 23 at 11 Caypt chases. Kas'gate row, 
; of their Lien. Wittiam Heney, Burton on Stather, Lincs, | Furtoye, Heapert x, Duxford, Canbniies Innkeeper | WiLuiamson, Bess amuy, unt, Beds, 
stney hill Grocer Gt Grimsby Pet May 11 Ord May 11 May 23 at 2.90 O 5 Cambridge Wat 1290 Off Ree. Bridge st, Northampton 
2, to send laewetiyy, James Henry, ay Team Owner Liver- | Gaspert-Farerax, eon es, 8, Pe mene Leamington | Woop, Herssrr Cecu, Wi May 7 at. 12 
rt James pool Pet May 13 Ord May 13 Spa, Warwick, Civil Engineer May 25 at 12.30 Off Bankruptcy bidgs, lies 
Neats, Atcernon Witriam, Tewkesbury, Carpenter Ree, 17, Hertfordst, Coven 
une #8 ‘ a Pet. May oes May 13 tee tds Grapestoxe, Wit WituiaM gy eT rd, Fulham Carer a ADJUDICATIONS. 
0 wBvaAM a arley rby, r ~by veller, 26 at 11 
olors for Pet May 11 Ord May 11 Goopry, Maurice oe Mii Panfield, Essex, Fone > a Aytuisrix, Wiitram Ricuarp, Salford, Lancs, Baker 


rs, Joy, Belowey: rd, Corn Dealer High Court Pet at 12 Shirehall, Chelmsford Salford Pet 12 = May 12 
May 13 Ord Ma Harper, Cuanvxs Hexry, Wolverhampton, Scale Pan | Austix, Witt — Berks, Grocer 
Pang, G@ W, and T ll Wellington pl, ~ = rd, Maker May 26 at 11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton Newbury ~~ 2 "ond Mays 
en High Court Pet April 22. Ord Ma . Arruvur, Laence gy ll ty Cannon st a Heyer ‘erts Hertford Pet 
Paaxtysox, Wittiam, Southend on Sea, Builder, ae Bet 8 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Ca aR eaten 
ford Pet April 16 Ord May 11 Buma, Sudbury, Suffolic hed May 26 at 
hen Warrer Bicuarp, “yy Wardrobe Dealer Great Eastern Hotel, Liverpool st 
Hastings Pet April 29 ‘Ord Ma: me. Josren, ans Hull . Wat ll. OF 
say, Witiiam Darzret, Brad ay Restaurant Pro- Reo, Trinity Hi 
prietor Halifax Pet May 12 Ord May 12 Jeyxxiy, James, Retruth, <n Stationer May 23 at 12 | Bucway, mas, Gtonom, and Juss Bec Beeway, WEL 
Raab, Joun, Swindon Swinden Pet May 11 Ord May 11 or Reo, Boscawen st. Truro —= n 
Reap, Davin Jonxs, Westby with Plumpton, nr } Jonss, L B, Desford, Leicester, Ho-se Dealer May 26 at 12 RR -, Wussae ee 
Kirkham, Lancs, Innkeeper Preston [Pet April 27 Off Re>, 1, Nottingham Pet 2 Ora 
Ord May 8 Jongs, Wittiam Hexry, Bubbenhall, Warwick, Farmer ne, ae Jems, oat Tasnie ® Cox, ries 
Reeve, nh Hexry, North Wilton sat, Coal May 25 at 11 Off Reo, 17, Hertford st, Coventry Rk Ly, ag aly un 
ne Norwich Pet Hag FF Ord ng May 18 pas Kmay, Jan pant Ss ster Mariner May 23 at Duss puaneseen, Pet Feb 2 
Ley, Cuar.es, Tunstall, Boa’ ey 12.45 4, Queen 
. April 20 Ord May 11 Lamranp, Percy Jonx, Maidstone, Dairyman May 27 at | Davirs, Lae Jons, Castth, Staffs, Incubator 
Geeiwih Pe Rowan, ont May 5} P= aint fe . ron Lady Miling agnor May 25 May 12 — cine Ms 
‘et April 21 ay 1% ister, Henry Beprorp, y ms 
Py Farpenick Onances, Piynewh, Pawnbroker at li Of Bes, Mi, Past vow Doaxixe, Groner Wittiam, Kidderminster, W 
th Pet May 11 i te Marrurwmam, Josren amd, Yorks, Corn Builder Kidderminster” Pet April 25 Ord 
Stet, Joux Tomas, Bowes Park, Wood Green, Glass Dealer May 26 at try tr , Regent st, | Evaxs, Bexsaurx Lawes, Bbbw Vale, Moa, 
Merchant High Court Pot May 13 Ord May 12 Barnaley Tredegar Pet April24 Ord May 13 
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Fivx, Wittram, Newport, I of W, Builder Newport and 
Ryde Pet April 27 Ord May 


3 
Dowlais, Glam, "Police Constable Merthyr | 


Grrr mane 

Go Wi et May 11 Oe ee inks, Cambs, Boot- 
WE Rs ne HARLES, m' 
~~ & Cambridge Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Hatt, ee Joserx, Buxton, Derby Stockport Pet 
May 1 May 11 

Haanzts, | Sypyey, Laurence yg hill, Cannon 
st. High Court Pet April 6 Ord May 11 


| 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 





| Arrack, Witt1AM Watrer, Bedford, Machinist Bedford | | 


Ss HOM! — Heaton, Newcastle on 7. Builder | 


ewcastle on e Pet April 29 Ord A 
Sete Epwarp Horace Leonarp, ‘Colchester, Grocer 
Colchester Pet May 13 Ord May 1 
Kuzey, James, Milford Haven, Master idee Pembroke 
Dock Pet May 5 Ord May 11 
Laswumax, Witttam Henry, Burton on Stather, Lincs, 
-Grocer Gt Grimsby Pet May 11 Ord May 11 
Liewe.iyy, James Henry ih Team Owner Liver- 
pool Pet May 13 Ord Ma 
Maaes, Freperick, re ci Boot Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet April 28 Ord 
Merrepew, Frevenick, i m Thames, Joinery 
es Kingston, Surrey “Pet March 17 Ord 
13 
Mitts, Fraxx, Bexhill, Builder Hastings Pet March 28 
Ord April 16 
Atcernon WILLIAM, oor 


Carpenter 
m Pet May13 Ord May 13 
Nerzpuam. Tuomas, A _— Derby, Builder Derby 
Pet May 11 Ord Ma 
oo TTHEW, ie Northumberland, Painter 
le on Tyne Pet May 9 Ord May 11 
Og Joux,Holloway rd, Corn Dealer High Court Pet 
May13 Ord May 13 
Peacock, Ropert Aaroy, a Glos, Boot Manufac- 
turer Bristol Pet Avril 25 Ord May 18 
Ramsay, Witiiam Davziet, Bradford urant Pro- 
prietor Halifax Pet May 12 Ord May 12 
Reap, Jous, Swindon Swindon Pet May ii Ord May 11 
Scuorreto, Josuva, Marki nr Ripon, Yorks, Farmer 
Ni Pet A 16 Ord May 12 
Suares, Joseru, Heaton Chapel, Lancs, Tanner Stockport 
Pet April 22 Ord May 11 
Sressixcs, Freperick , eet +3 
and Clothier Plymouth Pet May 11 Ord May 
Srrectyes, Evert, pone, Accountant High Goan pet 
April 16 


Pet Ma 
TvesscL., Gzorce on ny, Leeds, Watchmaker Leeds 
Pet May 1t Ord May 11 
Mm ty a a ton, * am Maker 
‘et 3 y 1: 
Wises, Grorcr Roserr, Cleethorpes, Tailor, Gt Grimsby 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
Woon, Heeszet Cecit, Walthamstow High Court Pet 
May 12 Ord May 12 
notice substituted <> that * rr, in the 
London Gazette of gy tt 
Surrn. Feasx Cuanrces, Lincoln, ker Lincoln Pet 
May1 Ord May 4 


NEAtz, 


| CHAgtes, Epwarp Jouy, 


| Humpuriss, 


Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Buiacksvury, Josers, Birstall, Yorks, Oil Merchant Dews- 
bury Pet May i5 Ord Ma 


Brown, James, Kin; upon Hull, a ~ ema a Kingston 
16 i 


upon Hull Pet May16 Ord Ma 
Bury, Joun, Bolton, Cotton Doubler. Bolton Pet April 28 
Ord 4 13 


Catvert & Scaves, Calverley, , Joiners Bradford 
Bradford Pet Amil30 Ord May 

Cary, Samvuet Nicsovas, Kingston 4 nee, Grocer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

oseley, Le ace Builder 
Birmingham Pet May 15 Ord May 1 

Dave Davin, Clydach Vale, Glam, cass Pontypridd 

et May 16 Ord May 16 

Dicxtsson, Isaac Wervaliene, tie, Printer Black- 
burn Pet May 16 Ord Ma’ 

Epwaaps, WILiiAM THoMmas, isheard Cornwall, Shoe- 
maker Plymouth Pet May 14 Ori May 14 

E.uotr, F8 High Court Pet March 30 Ord May 15 

Err, Igvive, — Hotel Proprietor Carlide Pet 
May 16 Ord May 16 

Eumens, Tuomas Frevericx, Newport, am, Hatter New- 
port, Mon Pet May 14 Ord May 

Evays, Georce, Merthyr Vale, Glam, Collier Merthyr 
Ty Pet May 13 Ord May 13 


Foster, Wittram Davin, _— Herts, Carpenter Luton 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
Horse, WILiiaAM, — Iron Founder Bristol Pet 
May 16 Ord May 16 
JosepH, Banbury, Oxon, Coal Merchant 
Banbury Pet April 30 Ord May 13 
Hurwortu, Ropert Henxay, West "Hartle -™ Grocer’s 
Assistant Durham Pet May 15 Ord May 1 
Jacopsen, CuarLes Henry, Enfield, Builder Tiwadiinds 
Pet April 23 Ord May 11 
Joxes, JAmes Gezorce, Surbiton, Iron Founder High 
Court Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
Kesnepy, Tuomas, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet April 22 
Ord May 15 
Kent, Tuomas Posey, a Plumber Greenwich Pet 
May 15 Ord May 15 
LANGFORD, JouN, Shipley, Sussex, Grocer Brighton Pet 
v 15 
LawLess, FRaxces, Russell rd, Kensington, Boarding house 
Keeper High Court Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
Lez, Ment eL, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet April 24 Ord 
y 15 
Mastox, Wittram, and Owen Tasker, nem, 
Bakers Birmmgham Pet May 14 Ord Ma 
Hout, MarsHauu, Blackpool, Tailor Preston Ord April 
29 Ord May 15 
wr) exe Bradford, Stationer York Pet May 16 
0 
Murray, J ‘et "Wimbledon Kingston, Surrey Pet April 
25 Ord May P 





Parsons, RicuarD,’ Witt1AM Benner, and Wituay 
Bepvarp, Langley, Worcester, Boiler and 
nae West Bromwich Pet April 27 Og 


May 
Pasomn e Son, ioiom, Builders Wandsworth Pet 
March 18 Ord May 14 


Pearce, Kare, and Minnie Lacey, Beckenham Art 

ee Dealers Croydon Pet April 18° Ord 
y 12 

Ricuarps, W F, Manchester, Plumber Manchester Pe 
April 29 Ord May 15 

Ricnarpsox, Mary Louisa, Live! “4 Teacher of Music 
Liverpool Pet May 14 ’Ord 

Rycayp, Tsomas Roserts, Chltenbam, Innkeeper 
Chelt Pet May 14 Ord May 1 

BRC Scurt & Sox, Waterloo rd, Tambeth, Builders High 

* Court Pet Ay il 1 Ord May 14 

oe ie Joun, oat, Lines, Printer Boston Pet May 
15 Ord May 15 

oom, Georce REGINALD, poatiery, Mon, Builder 

r Pet May16 Ord May 1 


sro ATILDA, Hanover sq, Eiaae Hi 
Pet April 28 Ord May 14 aS 
Suepey, Ezra Puan, a. Accountant Dorchester 


Pet "April 27 Ord May 1 
Tiitry, Gzorcr, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet May 


Ord May 14 


‘ Wapswoaetn, Titus, Preesall, canes, Licensed Victualler 


Peston Pet May2 Ord ‘May 1 
Warerman, H Turzopore, Red the sq High Court Pe 
April 24 Ord May 14 
Wuire, —_ EL Henry Ducros, Seacombe, Chester 
ler Live’ 1 Pet May 14 Ord May i“ , 
Witmor, James, Cli - poten, Old Kent rd §t Albans’ Pe 
May 14 Ord Ma 
Woopixe, Joun Bow Arp, Dawley, Salop, Provision 
«rchant Madeley Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Yates, Epwarp, and Joun Hage Yares, 
Coachbuilders York Pet May 14 Ord May uu 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 12: 
Scuoves, Aubert, and James Jenninas, Manchester Man- 
chester Pet April 20 Ord May 8 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Owen Owen Ertan, Liverpool, Minister of Religin 
Liverpool Rec Ord June 10, 1902 Resc May 15, 1908 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soiicirors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made -direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Choncery-lane, 








LAND REGISTRY. 


Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897. 

















NOTICE. 
The following Applications have been made for Registration with Absolute Title :— 
THE LAND. | THE APPLICANT. 
No.of | 
ication | : : es - ae 
| County. Parish or Place. Name and Short Description. See Name. Address. Description. 
rx Tiel t oh | aa 
| 
190NGN | London 4&t. Martin-in- The “ Angel and Crown” Public H muse, 58, Freehold Maurice Isaacs 4, Draper’s-gardens, Member of the 
| the-Fields St. Martin’s-lane, and two houses and | Throgmorton-street, E.( London Stock 
i shops, No. 57, St. Martin’s-lane, and No.1, ! | Exchange 
i New-street | 
| 
73,214 | London Lambeth Newly-erected houses and land, 19, 20, and | Freehold William Samuel Harding 115, Milkwood-road, Herne Mens of 
j 21, St. Faith’s-road Hill li, Surrey Nevill’s 
| Bakery 
63D | Middlesex Tottenham The - ae Estate, including housex Freehold | William Eve 10, Union-court,Old Broad- | Surveyor 
| in Rangemoor-road, Harold-road, H street, E.C. } 
Herbert-road, Norman-road, Bernard- | 
| road, Ryden-toad, and Ashby-road 
73,76 | London St. Paul, Dwelling-house, shops, stabling, and yard,| Freehold Robert Menzler +| 190, High-street, Deptford Baker 
| eptiord known as 6, New King-street 
i c 2 s, knc m | 
G5 London ‘helses Pea a ana ~ - beat 5 Frechold | The Master Brothera and! Regent's Park, London, 
aes ’ Sisters of the Royal Hos- N.W. 
( . )) ! — of * - in the 
| eae Offices and flate, known as Abbey Manxions,| Freehold || Regent's Par 
61 6 L/min a “A \ 2%, Victoria-street, South block | 
CAD London Shoreditch Dwelling-houses and gardens, known as 33,| Freehold The Holm Trust, Limited 227, Gresham House, Old 
5, 37, and 20, Holms-strect Broud-street, B.C. 
j 
4Ai2 | Imdon Lambeth Dwelling-houses and gardens, and land at | Frechold | The Brixton Byndicate, Lid. | 2, Coleman-street, E.C. 
: rear thereof, known as 2 to 48 (even 
Nos. onl , Camberwe ll New-road and 1 to 
| 19 (044 Nos. only), Brixton-road | 
| 
| iii 











Plans of the several properties comprised in the applications can be 
notice in writing, signed by himself or his Solicitor and delivered at the 


advertisement, object to the registration. 


seen at the Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s Inn Fields. reg person may by 
Registry before the expiration’ of one month from the appearance of this 
The notice must state concisely the grounds of the objection, and give the address in the United Kingdom 


of the perum ‘delivering the Notice, and, if it is delivered by a Solicitor, must give the name and wddress. of the person on whose behalf it is given, 
0, F. BRICKDALE, Registrar. 
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